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ABSTRACT
Public administration as an academic discipline deals with the study of management in the
public sector. However, its involvement with the study of public higher education
management (or public higher educational administration) appears to be limited if not nonexistent. Two recent areas of increasing interest at U.S. public institutions of higher
education are undergraduate retention and success. This thesis sheds light on these areas of
interest by: (1) analyzing the values of undergraduate retention and success within the
context of other higher educational values and policies that have been institutionalized in
U.S. higher education; (2) addressing key problematic areas in student retention research and
practice; (3) advancing an integrative model of student departure which addresses the
multidimensional factors that not only contribute to student departure, but can also impede
undergraduate student success. Research design for the testing of model and
recommendations for future research are also discussed. For further information concerning
the content of this thesis manuscript you may contact Iván López at admin@umcs.us.com
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Glossary of Terms
Academic goods & services: goods and services that primarily address the college
education of students (p. 91).
Academic freedom: the discretionary authority that faculty exercise in teaching and
research (p. 35).
Academic failure: failure due to students not meeting basic academic standards within higher
educational institutions (p. 117).
Academic problems: deficits in the students’ management of collegiate responsibilities,
intellectual development, and/or grade performance (p. 95).
Academic program: an individual academic department offering a specific major and
discipline as a course of study (p. 115).
Academic rigor: the austerity that academic programs apply to learning outcomes and can
also include the specific means by which students learn course content (p. 117).
Academic student misconduct: relates to student misbehaviors that are academic in nature
such as cheating on exams and plagiarism (p. 123).
Access: granting admittance to students in higher education (p. 9).
Accountability: expectations attached to the performance of higher educational institutions
(p. 9).
Affordability: granting financial resources to students (p. 9).
Applied research: research that is directed to understand how to alter the phenomena in
question (p. 60).
Autonomy: the independence of universities from other external entities (p. 35).
Background characteristics: traits that pertain to the students’ matriculation, past academic
performance, demographics, and can also include class standing, numbers of credits earned
or taken during a given semester, and affiliations students have with academic departments
and other campus organizations (p. 105).
Basic research: research that places emphasis on understanding the phenomena in its actual
form (p. 60).
Best practices in undergraduate education: the most beneficial practices that have proven to
be successful in the teaching of undergraduate students (p. 53).
xiv

Declared majors: students who are actively seeking a degree from a particular academic
program (p. 114).
Economically disadvantaged: individuals that due to family or personal income cannot afford
to pay for their education (p. 14-15).
Egalitarianism: the belief in, and practice of, granting equal access to most or all students
and providing affordability to needy low-income students (p. 9-10).
Elitism: the belief in, and practice of, granting selective access and affordability primarily to
students with promise (p. 9).
External factors: aspects in the students’ personal life (p. 100).
Financial policies: rules granting affordability to students (p. 110).
First-generation students: students neither of whose parents completed a four-year degree
(p. 21).
Hermeneutic perspective: also known as the interpretivist perspective emphasizes the role of
subjective human agency over structure (p. 66).
Higher educational culture: an amalgamation of beliefs, attitudes and ideals tied to the
values and policies upheld within post-secondary educational institutions (p. 84).
Integrative model of student Departure: a schema that integrates the complex factors
impeding undergraduate retention and success (p. 75).
Involuntary/academic student departure: students dismissed from an institution of higher
learning due to academic failure (p. 78).
Involuntary/non-academic student departure: students dismissed from an institution of
higher learning for reasons other than academic failure (p. 78).
Leading of personnel: supervising or directing employees to fulfill values or adhere to
policies; also includes delegating responsibilities to subordinates (p. 88).
Low-income students: students with a family taxable income below poverty level (p. 20).
Management: an administrative process that can include activities such as: procuring of
resources; planning of objectives; recruiting of employees; organizing of resources;
leading of personnel; and performance evaluation (p. 2).
Management of collegiate responsibilities: planning, organizing, execution, and monitoring
of activities such as: attending class and instructor office hours; reading, writing, completing
and turning in assignments; taking exams; and conducting research and presentations (p. 95).
xv

Merit-based financial aid: policy that grants financial resources contingent upon the
students’ academic performance (p. 25).
Minority groups: individuals who prior to the civil rights era were not traditionally part of
higher education (p.14).
Mixed goods and services: goods and services that address both the academic and nonacademic aspects of students’ college education (p. 92).
Model: a schema comprised of multiple and interrelated constructs, that seeks to
understand the presence or absence of a given phenomenon (p. 4).
Need-based financial aid: policy that grants students financial resources based on their
economic necessity (p. 25).
Non-academic goods and services: goods and services that do not primarily serve the college
education of students (p. 91).
Non-academic student misconduct: misbehaviors that are non-academic in nature such as
theft, destruction of college property, and/or any behavior that may be incriminating to the
student (p. 123).
Non-traditional students: older adult students, usually 24 years or older, with more liferesponsibilities than the typical college freshman (p. 63).
Open admission policies: admission policies that do not require SAT scores, ACT scores, or
high-school class ranking, but may require that students have a high-school diploma or its
equivalent, and/or a not very rigorous, minimal GPA (p. 10-11).
Organizing resources: the coordinating or arranging of resources deemed important to
fulfilling institutional values (p. 88).
Participants: students, faculty, staff, and administrators within higher educational institutions
(p. 85).
Performance evaluation: the assessment of administration, faculty and staff relative to
sanctioned performance indices (p. 88).
Planning objectives: a managerial process that can involve: asserting or formulating values,
assessing institutional conditions, and/or strategizing how to achieve the targeted ideals (p.
88).
Policies: sets of rules adopted within institutions (p. 8).

xvi

Procuring of resources: securing capital and/or operating budget resources for the daily
operations assumed to support institutional values (p. 88).
Program selectivity: rules that individual academic programs use to grant students entrance
(p. 115).
Psychosocial determinants; cognitions, attitudes, motivation, emotions, dispositions, and/or
behaviors induced by external stimuli (p. 85).
Public service: the various services faculty perform inside and outside their institutions
(p. 35).
Recruiting of employees: the hiring of administrators, faculty and staff with the necessary
knowledge, abilities, skills, and personality traits to complement the programs, departments
and institution’s values (p. 88).
Research: faculty investigations in their field of study (p. 35).
Selective admission: admission policies based on one or more supposedly objective criteria
which can include: Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, American College Test (ACT)
scores, high-school class ranking, and/or high-school grade-point average (GPA) (p. 10).
Structuralist perspective: contends that structure supersedes human agency and free will
(p. 66).
Structuration perspective: postulates that institutional structures and free-will share a
reciprocal relationship (p. 66).
Student attrition: student departure (p. 59).
Student departure: students leaving particular colleges or universities or leaving higher
education entirely (p. 59).
Student grants: free student financial resources (p. 26).
Student heterogeneity: the dispersed state between students of different academic aptitudes
and demographics (p. 105).
Student homogeneity: the clustered state between students of similar academic aptitudes and
demographics (p. 103).
Student loans: borrowed student financial resources (p. 26).
Student misconduct: student misbehavior in academic and non-academic matters (p. 123).

xvii

Student persistence: students staying within collegiate institutions or higher education (p.
59).
Student retention: the persistence of students (p. 3).
Student success: the students’ performance of collegiate responsibilities, intellectual
development and grade performance (p. 3).
Students with disabilities: students with permanent physical, emotional or mental
impairments (p. 62-63).
System failures: shortfalls in an institution’s fulfillment of values, goals, objectives, and
ideals (p. 98).
Teaching: a process that involves ends, i.e., learning objectives, as well as means, i.e.,
pedagogical strategies (p. 35).
Tenure: policy that grants faculty job security on the basis of teaching, research and public
service (p. 41).
Undeclared majors: students who are not actively seeking a degree from a specific academic
program (p. 114).
Values: goals, objectives and ideals pursued within and among institutions (p. 8).
Voluntary/academic student departure: students choosing to leave an institution of higher
learning due to academic problems (p. 77).
Voluntary/non-academic student departure: students choosing to leave an institution of
higher learning for reasons other than academic problems (p.78).
Wrongful action: higher educational institutions dismissing students wrongfully (p. 130).
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CHAPTER ONE: Introduction
Although public administration as an academic discipline deals with the study of
management in the public sector, its involvement with the study of public higher educational
management (or public higher educational administration) appears to have been limited, if
not non-existent. Two recent areas of increasing interest at public higher educational
institutions are undergraduate retention and undergraduate success (Burke, 1999; Ewell &
Wellman, 2007; Hearn, 2006; Hossler, 2000; Roman, 2007; Seidman, 2005; Tinto & Pusser,
2006; Titus, 2006).
These interests appear to have been influenced by increasing demands for
accountability placed upon public educational institutions. However, interests in student
retention and student success are differently induced among the institutions. Whereas the
interest in student retention is a compulsory concern because it is influenced by state policies
(Burke & Minassians, 2001); the interest in student success appears to be primarily voluntary
because it is not a measure of accountability under current state policies. But student success
has come to be considered a measure for accountability at Federal levels through subsequent
reauthorizations of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (see Swail, 2002).
Increased interests in accountability by both state and federal governments would
then focus attention on management practices facilitating undergraduate retention and
success within public higher educational institutions. Despite this focus on undergraduate
retention and success, Jackson and Kile (2004), indicate that relationships between the study
of university administration and the assessment of student success are still only nascent. Such
relationships also appear to remain unexplored in studies on student retention. Perhaps this is
because, as this research will illustrate, the factors that can influence both student success
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and student retention may, in some instances, not only be outside the influence of higher
educational administration; but also beyond the perspective of one academic discipline. For
this reason, this research advances a multidisciplinary approach whereby the factors
impeding undergraduate retention and success can be observed.
This thesis also includes topics pertaining to undergraduate retention and success
applicable to two and four year colleges and both private and public university settings
world-wide, (e.g., student demographics, institutional values and policies, management, etc.)
but it will be primarily limited to research within U.S. public universities. The reviewed
literature in the subsequent chapters also covers over 100 years of higher educational
research and history and varied terminology is used in reference to public universities, (e.g.
post secondary institutions, institutions of higher education, institutions of higher learning
etc.). However, public universities are implied in these terms since this thesis focuses on
students pursuing the Bachelors' degree at public sector higher educational institutions.
Managing Undergraduate Retention and Success
Universities employ administrators, who oversee programs, departments, colleges, or
universities as a whole. An important role of university administrators then concerns their
management capabilities to fulfill institutional values, goals, objectives, and ideals.
Management, as defined here, is an administrative process that can include activities such as:
procuring of resources, planning of targeted objectives, recruiting of employees, organizing
of resources, leading of personnel, and performance evaluation.
The subject of university administration has been researched for well over 75 years
(Call, 1958; Gove & Floyd, 1975; Hoff, 1999; Murray, 1976; Poston, Clough, Moore, &
Kreiser, 2006; Ruthven, 1931; St. John, 1980; Wells, 1955). Despite this fact, research
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reveals a missing link between administration practices at universities and both student
retention and student success. For the most part, if not always, the literature on student
retention, by itself, has implicitly or explicitly focused on how students and faculty influence
student retention (see Bean, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1985; Cabrera, Nora, & Castaneda, (1993;
Spady, 1970, 1971; Tinto, 1975, 1988, 1993); but the influences of university administration
on both student retention and student success appears not to have been empirically tested (see
Jackson & Kile, 2004). This observation would then explain the absence of research which
explores the potential relationships between higher educational administration practices and
undergraduate retention and success.
For the purpose of this research, student retention simply refers to the persistence of
students; and student success refers to the students’ performance of collegiate
responsibilities, intellectual development, and grade performance. In abstract terms, both
these ideals exist on a continuum between low and high levels of student retention and
success. This research will then focus on better understanding factors decreasing student
retention and success; to facilitate further research that will mitigate those adverse factors
and, perhaps, assist in increasing the retention and success of undergraduates.
This thesis also presumes the potential groundwork to eventually reveal management
principles and practices that could buffer adverse factors to undergraduate retention and
success; hence the title, “Managing Undergraduate Retention and Success.” This is not to
imply, however, that this thesis primarily considers research on undergraduate retention and
success from administrative and managerial standpoints. It also includes different interdisciplinary viewpoints to address a holistic perspective on the factors impeding
undergraduate retention and success.
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Models of Student Retention
Thus far, different models of student retention have been advanced (see Bean, 1983;
Spady, 1971; Tinto, 1993). For the purpose of this research, a model can be viewed as a
schema, comprised of multiple and interrelated constructs, that further seeks to understand
the presence or absence of a given phenomenon. When considering student retention and
success as the phenomenon of interest,, this thesis, in particular, seeks to understand the
factors impeding student retention and success (i.e., their absence), as opposed to the factors
promoting student retention and success (i.e., their presence). The underlying logic behind
this thesis is to address problems linked with undergraduate retention and success prior to
proposing and managing the solutions to those problems.
When observing models of student retention, these models typically have addressed
factors such as: the student’s family background and high-school academic performance; the
interaction between students and faculty; and other factors external to the institution of
higher learning (see, for examples, Bean, 1980, 1982, 1983; Spady, 1970, 1971; Tinto, 1975,
1988, and 1993). In contrast to the multiplicity of factors assessed in the field of student
retention, student success research appears to have focused on rather narrow sets of academic
criteria presumed to predict student success in post-secondary education. The research on
student success traditionally appears to have focused on predictor variables associated with
the student’s performance and ranking in high-school academics and/or on standardized
examinations, which are affiliated with selective admissions, and also presume to forecast
the student’s future success in postsecondary education (see, for examples, Harackiewicz,
Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Hoffman & Lowitzki, 2005; Naumann, Bandalos, & Gutkin
2003; Neal et al., 2007; Moore, 2004).
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This would then suggest that student success research could broaden its scope to
include the students’ family background and high-school academic performance; faculty and
student interactions; and other factors external to the institution of higher learning; among
the many other factors that may presumably influence student success. This observation,
however, does not suggest incompatibilities between student retention research and student
success research. Rather, student retention research appears to have taken a broader scope
than student success research; and that the variables used to assess both these phenomena can
be converged. Chapter Five then synthesizes such a convergence as it applies to the factors
that impede undergraduate retention and success.
Regardless of student retention research taking a broader view than student success
research, student retention research still appears not to have been of practical value for
institutions of higher learning. As Tinto (2006), who has investigated student retention for
over 35 years, states:
Despite our many years of work on this issue, there is still much we do not
know and have yet to explore. More importantly, there is much that we have
not yet done to translate our research and theory into effective practice. (p. 2)
Tinto’s observations not only indicate that undergraduate retention research has been
insufficient to understand the phenomena; but also suggest that the research has been
difficult to apply. Chapter Four will then address some of the problematic areas in the theory
and practice of student retention research; while Chapter Five advances an integrative model
of student departure that attempts to address many of those problems.
Research Summary
This research on undergraduate retention and success in public higher education is
advanced from the viewpoint of public administration. However, it does not imply that
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increases or decreases in undergraduate retention and success are exclusive products of
administrative and managerial actions. Hence, the emphasis of this research is on adopting an
integrative approach to studying, in particular, the problems of (rather than the solutions to)
undergraduate retention and success. This approach is targeted to benefit not only university
administrators, but everyone with an interest in understanding, and, eventually, addressing
the problems of undergraduate retention and success.
Chapter Outlines
The basic outlines of the subsequent chapters are as follows:
• Chapter Two discusses the impact of institutional values such as access,
affordability and accountability on admissions and financial aid policies, and,
subsequently, on undergraduate retention and success.
• Chapter Three will look at how faculty academic freedom and tenure policies
relate to the values of undergraduate teaching, retention and success.
• Chapter Four covers theoretical perspectives on student retention by discussing
three conceptual barriers to undergraduate retention research, the most prevalent
model used to assess student departure and its implications to proposed solutions
to the improvement of undergraduate retention, and how chapters Two and Three
of this thesis can offer a new paradigm to assessing the factors that impede
undergraduate retention and success via institutional values and policies.
• Chapter Five then builds upon a conceptual framework on student departure
derived by deductive reason, the analysis of institutional values and policies
covered in Chapters two and three, and the discussion of theoretical perspectives
on student retention in Chapter Four, to construct an integrative model of the
6

multidimensional factors that can adversely influence undergraduate retention and
success within public universities.
Chapter Six concludes by addressing research design for the testing of model and
recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO
Influences of Institutional Values and Policies on
Undergraduate Retention and Success
Both students and institutions of higher learning can presumably have an adverse
influence on undergraduate retention and success. The following two chapters, then, are
dedicated to perspectives representing both sides of the argument between students and
higher educational institutions. Chapter Two primarily deals with institutional values and
policies granting access and affordability in higher education which are presumed to impact
undergraduate retention and success. Chapter Three concerns itself with institutional values
and policies directly relating to undergraduate teaching, and the subsequent retention and
success of undergraduates. The concluding section in this chapter will then address how
institutional policies affiliated with access and affordability within public universities can
influence their institutional and administrative accountability and subsequent compatibility
with the values of undergraduate retention and success.
The terms, values and policies are consistently used throughout this thesis as defined
here. Values are the goals, objectives, and ideals pursued within and among institutions; and
policies are sets of rules adopted within institutions, whether formal or informal. However, as
subsequent sections of this thesis will illustrate, the terms “values” and “policies” can, in
some instances, overlap with each other.
Access, Affordability and Accountability
At the turn of the 21st Century, three values are noticeable within the discussions
concerning U.S. public higher education: access, affordability, and accountability (Hamilton,
2006; Miller, 2007; Russo, 2006; Tricchinelli, 2007). Although these values now appear
embedded in public higher education, access, affordability and accountability appear to have
8

first emerged as important values in the 1960s (see Bunda, 1979; Campbell & Boyd, 1970;
Harrison & Rayburn, 1979). For the purpose of this research, access refers to granting
admittance to students in higher education; affordability refers to granting of financial
resources to students; and accountability refers to expectations attached to the performance
of higher educational institutions. Taken at face value, access, affordability and
accountability appear to be compatible with each other. However, depending upon how those
three values are shaped by student admissions and financial aid policies, access and
affordability can become incompatible with accountability, especially when public
accountability demands increases in undergraduate retention (see Burke, 1997; Burke &
Minassians, 2001; Roman, 2007; Titus, 2006).
Concerning Public Institutions of Higher Learning
Two intimately related characteristics of public institutions of higher education are:
public influence on the adoption of values and policies that should be adopted within public
higher educational institutions; and conflicting views on what values and policies the public
should adopt for those institutions. This is in comparison to private institutions of higher
learning which are not usually controlled by the public. Public views, then, can influence the
values and policies of higher educational institutions, and subsequently influence the
retention and success of undergraduate students. Among the many controversial views in
public higher education, two conflicting views that have particularly influenced public higher
educational policy are elitism, which promotes the belief in, and practice of, granting
selective access and affordability primarily to students with promise and egalitarianism,
which advocates the belief in, and practice of, granting equal access to most or all students
and providing affordability to needy low-income students. The following sections then
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analyzes the conflicting elitist and egalitarian views that have shaped public higher
educational values and policies since at least the early 1970s (for examples, see also Astin,
1971; Campbell & Boyd, 1970; Henry, 1994; Shom, 2006; Wilson, 1971; Wilson, 1980;
Young, 1977).
Elitist View on Access
The elitist view on access to public higher education, as viewed in this chapter,
reserves entrance to students with presumed superior intelligence through selective
admissions policies. Selective admissions policies are based on one or more supposedly
objective criteria which can include: Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, American
College Test (ACT) scores, high-school class ranking, and/or high-school grade-point
average (GPA); although such admittedly subjective criteria as letters of recommendation,
student application essays, or a record of extracurricular activities etc., might also be
considered. Although commonly based on these criteria, the degree of selectivity applied to
student aptitude varies between institutions. Based upon more stringent or restrictive
selective admission criteria, some institutions of higher learning may claim to obtain
favorable undergraduate retention and success levels, in comparison to educational
institutions which adopt open admissions policies and subsequently experience lower
undergraduate retention and success levels.
Egalitarian View on Access
The egalitarian view on access to higher education contends that access to public
higher education should be granted to all individuals through open admissions. Open
admission policies do not require SAT scores, ACT scores, or high-school class ranking, but
may require that students have a high-school diploma or its equivalent, and/or a not very
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rigorous, minimal GPA (usually approximately 2.0). Because “open admission” suggests
minimal admission standards, it is usually associated with taking risks with the retention and
success of undergraduate students. It would then be expected that elitists and egalitarians
would have a dualistic relationship because their proposed values and policies are opposed to
each other (e.g., elitists proclaim granting access only to students having promise of retention
and success by using selective criteria; while egalitarians propose granting entrance to all or,
at least, a majority of students by using notably lesser selective criteria).
Conflicting Views on Access to Higher Education
Although the conflict between elitist and egalitarian views on access to higher
education reached a climax in the 1960s and 1970s, this conflict first appears to have
emerged at least two or three decades earlier. Selective and open admissions had already
been instituted by various colleges and universities in the early 20th Century see (Derbigny,
1940; Harrison & Rayburn, 1979; Potthoff 1929, 1931; Redcay, 1936). Potthoff (1939)
defined selective admission as “The practice of admitting to college only those students who
[are] likely to succeed” (p. 519); in comparison to open admissions, which Goren (1962)
loosely defined as a policy that “admits all students who make application” (p. 289).
When comparing selective and open admissions, it is then possible to arrive at the
following conclusions: selective admissions are usually related to higher student retention
and higher student success; and open admissions are usually associated with lower retention
and lower student success. Kalsner (1991) then observes that institutions admitting students
with ACT scores of 26 or better experience only 10% student attrition, in comparison to
institutions admitting students with ACT scores under 15, which experience a 41% attrition
rate. Using national data sets and focusing on full-time, first-time students, Tinto (1993)
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further observes that the most selective institutions which use standardized tests “lose only
8.0 percent of their beginning full-time students before the start of the second year[,] whereas
open-enrollment institutions lose 45.5 percent of their full-time students” (p. 16).
Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot (2002) then further observe that “students’
ability, typically measured in terms of SAT or ACT scores, and prior academic performance,
typically assessed using high-school GPA or high-school graduation rank… have been
shown to be independent, positive predictors of undergraduate grades” (p. 562). Kalsner’s,
Tinto’s and Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, and Elliot’s observations would then suggest that
instituting selective admissions would lead to higher undergraduate retention and success,
and that open admissions would lead to lower undergraduate retention and success (see also
Cambiano, Denny, & De Vore, 2000; Elliot, 2002; Neal et al., 2007; Skelton, 1959). The
differences between selective and open admission policies in student retention and success,
then, appear to be an important issue in the conflict between elitist and egalitarian views of
admission to public higher education.
Institutional Interests on Selective Admissions
During the mid-20th Century, public universities responded to high student
enrollments with increasing selectivity in admission policies. Beard (1965) said: “In the midfifties, the sudden influx of students brought with it higher admission standards.” (p. 456).
However, Beard’s remarks should not be taken to indicate that all mid-20th Century public
higher educational institutions applied selective admissions.
In the 1950s, public institutions of higher learning also dealt with the problem of
student dropout, which further increased interest in selective admissions. Millett (1956)
observed that U.S. colleges and universities attracted approximately 30% of the students who
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had just turned 18 years of age and graduated from high school. He estimated, however, that
less than half of these students actually completed a degree. As Millett further states, “The
drop-outs occur for a variety of reasons, the most important of which is undoubtedly the lack
of ability or absence of motivation to do college-grade work” (p. 176). Millett’s remarks
clearly illustrate how public educational institutions in the mid-1950s attributed this
substantial drop-out rate to student failure.
This, however, raises the question: How did institutions attempt to fix the perceived
drop-out problem during the early 1960s? Birdie’s (1960) remarks provide insight in
answering this question. “The logic underlying selective admissions is obvious,” Berdie
claimed, “We wish to accept students with the greatest probability of academic success and
reject those with the greatest probability of failure” (p. 192). Berdie’s view on admissions in
the 1960s then suggests a resurgence of Potthoff’s (1939) position on selective admission
thirty years earlier. Berdie further stated:
As the number of high-school graduates mounts, and colleges are increasingly
faced with more qualified applicants than they can admit, the problem of
selective admissions becomes greater and more important. One way of
meeting it is to increase selectivity. (p. 191)
Although Millett and Birdie’s comments on student dropout and selectivity were made over
40 years ago, the following comments by Tinto (2006) suggest that their views on student
dropout and selective admissions remain salient to 21st-century higher education.
While most faculty are willing to publicly proclaim the importance of
retaining each and every student, they typically do not see retaining students
as their job. Given what many faculty believe to be the root causes of attrition,
namely the lack of skills and motivation, they might observe that they would
not have a retention ‘problem’ if the admissions office only admitted more
qualified students. (p. 9)
Tinto’s observations highlight the belief that faculty who work at universities
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instituting open admissions have problems dealing with academically under-achieving
students; and that problems in student retention and success are strictly attributable to
students. As Tinto (2006) states: “When the issue of student retention first appeared…now
some 40 years ago... Students who did not stay were thought to be less able, less motivated...
Students failed, not institutions” (p. 1). This elitist view, however, tends to ignore the
significant role played by higher educational institutions in retaining students and helping
them succeed. The section in this chapter titled, “An Alternative View to Selective
Admissions” and Chapter three address this line of research inquiry.
Egalitarian Resistance to Selective Admissions
Despite the efforts of higher educational institutions to increase admission standards
during the 1950s, selective admissions seem to have aroused resistance among interest
groups during the 1960s and 1970s. Different events of the 1960s set the stage for the further
adoption of open admission policies in public higher education. Minority groups gained
increased access to higher education through the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Hannah, 1966)
and Affirmative Action (Gellhorn & Hornby, 1974). Minority groups as used here refer to
individuals who prior to the civil rights era were not traditionally part of higher education.
Some of these groups include African Americans, Native Americans, women, and people
with disabilities. Individuals from educationally and economically disadvantaged
backgrounds, sometimes identified as disadvantaged, underprivileged or high risk, also
obtained access to colleges or universities (Williams, 1969). For the purpose of this thesis,
economically disadvantaged refers to individuals that due to family or personal income
cannot afford to pay for their education. Student protests and demonstrations were pervasive
during this time (Sobel, 1968; Sasajima, 1968; Spaeth, 1969). These events appear to have
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provided impetus to expanding egalitarianism at public universities during the early 1970s.
During the 1970s, Wilson (1971) observed:
The president of the American Council on Education sees higher education as
a battleground where the prevailing meritocracy is under attack by the forces
of egalitarianism. … The current racial crisis on many campuses is a reminder
of responsibilities thrust upon educational institutions to transform American
society from a caste to an open class system. Civil rights legislation formally
removed many of the impediments to this transformation, to be sure, but the
common expectation is that education must do the main job. … In an era of
rising egalitarianism, moreover, we can expect non-whites as well as whites to
demand more equality of opportunity. (p. 5)
Wilson’s remarks suggest that the specific meritocratic policy under attack by egalitarianism
was selective admissions, as egalitarians and elitists appeared to be increasingly at odds. Tan
(2008), in a recent article on elitism and meritocracy, then observes: “The egalitarian aspects
of meritocracy… can come into conflict with its focus on talent allocation, competition, and
reward. In practice, “meritocracy is often transformed into an ideology of inequality and
elitism” (p. 7). Tan’s remarks on an “ideology of inequality and elitism” promoted by
meritocratic standards suggest that the egalitarian attack on meritocracy during the early
1970s was not coincidental; and that wherever meritocracy is promulgated and instituted,
egalitarianism may eventually surface because of the inequalities’ meritocracy might bring.
If selective admissions are viewed as a form of meritocracy producing inequalities applied to
who is admitted into colleges and universities, then it is not surprising to find egalitarian
ideals opposing the policy.
A Case in Point
Although some institutions of higher learning initially adopted open admission
policies with the passing of the Morrill Act of 1862 and the G.I. Bill (Harrison & Rayburn,
1979), the adoption of open admissions to aid minority groups appears to correspond with
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the different social developments taking place during the 1960s and 1970s. An example of
how these developments unfolded is provided by a demonstration led by a coalition of Black
and Puerto-Rican students who were denied access to the City University of New York
(CUNY) in 1970. The demonstration influenced CUNY policy-makers to adopt an open
admission policy on all CUNY campuses (Miller, 1972; Wasser, 1973). The CUNY protest
would then illustrate not only how egalitarian forces opposed selective or meritocratic
standards in admissions policy; but how they succeeded in promoting their policies against
those proposing elitist standards in higher education.
Student Demographics after the Instituting of Open Admissions
After the official instituting of open admissions at CUNY, Miller (1972) describes
how:
The door opened at Kingsborough Community College in September, 1970,
and in walked a freshman class that was not too far from the size of the entire
student enrollment of the preceding year. Many of them came without the
usual trappings of the college student. There were some housewife-mothers
who had earned high school equivalency diplomas, some students who had
barely made it through high school (even in the least academically rigorous
commercial or vocational programs), others who had spent several high
school years in homebound instruction because of mental or other illness.
They were part of the City University experiment in open admissions, a policy
which guaranteed college admission to all New York City high school
graduates regardless of their previous academic history. (p. 636)
Miller’s description illustrates the access given to previously disadvantaged and
excluded groups after the student protest at CUNY.
Approximately 4 years later, Adam (1975) further observed:
There are hundreds, possibly thousands, of organized groups which seek to
influence decisions about American education. These groups, variously called
interest groups, influence groups or pressure groups, are formed by
individuals who wish to change some aspect of American schools, colleges or
universities (p. 165)

16

These diverse interest groups also appear to be among the egalitarian forces who attempted
to change selective admissions policies in public higher education during the 1970s.
The Impact of Egalitarian and Elitist Views on Undergraduate Retention and Success
The conflict between egalitarians and elitists, then, has clearly shaped the debate on
admissions policy in U.S. public higher education; although the exact extent and impact of
this conflict requires further empirical verification beyond the historical and somewhat
anecdotal information offered here. Nonetheless, it is also clear that this debate on
admissions policy and its outcomes may continue to influence U.S. public higher education.
For this reason, the impact of egalitarian and elitist views on higher education policy on
undergraduate retention and success should be assessed in future studies.
Resistance Against Open Admissions
Just as the instituting of selective admissions met with resistance by egalitarians, so
also the instituting of open admissions met with resistance from elitists (see Gleason, 2000;
Mumper, 2003; Shom, 2006). The impetus of egalitarian groups for open admissions seems
to have created what in George Hagle’s terminology would be an “antithesis” (Kaufmann,
1966). Such an antithesis can be illustrated in the elitist resistant backlash against open
admissions. Astin (1971) then expressed the viewpoint of opponents of open admissions
during the early 1970s: “Whereas the proponents of open admissions typically speak of the
need for equalizing educational opportunities and aiding minority groups, the opponents
usually speak of the need for maintaining academic standards and for conserving…
dwindling institutional resources” (p. 629). Without necessarily endorsing Astin’s view,
Tinto’s (2006) remarks about faculty beliefs on the “retention ‘problem’” as a factor of
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students’ deficiencies in skills or abilities, cited earlier in this chapter, also demonstrate that
this opposition to open admissions policies continues in the 21st Century.
Support for Selective Admissions
The following study validates the logic behind selective admissions. Using a data-set
spanning 14 years from 1970 to 1984, Lavin and Crook (1990) assessed how much
opportunity CUNY’s open admission policy actually created and how that opportunity
translated into educational attainment. Their findings indicated that minorities showed a
significant susceptibility to dropout, further validating the reasons some faculty resist open
admissions. It appears, then, that the conflict between elitist and egalitarian views on access
to public higher education involves the constant interplay between adopting selective
admissions policies that provide exclusive access to the educationally advantaged, versus
adopting open admissions that provide access to all. Elitist views appear to correctly assert
that selective admissions can yield greater results in undergraduate retention and success (see
Cambiano, Denny, & De Vore, 2000; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Kalsner,
1991; Neal et al., 2007; Skelton, 1959; Tinto, 1993) than egalitarian views and open
admissions policies. Regardless of the correctness of elitist views on selective admissions,
egalitarians appear to oppose selective admissions because of the effects the policy has on
the admission of minority and economically disadvantaged groups (see Webster, 1980;
Shom, 2006). The following sections give an overview some of the deeper issues affecting
the enrollment, retention, and success of such minorities.
Looking at Deeper Issues
Lavin and Crook (1990) in their research observe that minority students drop out
from CUNY because they experience academic problems and tend to work full-time while in
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college. Kulm and Cramer (2006) also confirm Lavin and Crook’s findings on the correlation
between students’ working hours and their academic problems. Kulm and Cramer observe a
negative relationship between the amount of hours that undergraduate student’s work and
their grade performance. Their results are consistent with past research on undergraduate
students, which observed that students who were employed more hours had lower GPA's.
Although Kulm and Cramer’s and Lavin and Crook’s research suggest that student’s
academic problems could be exclusively related to amount of hours worked, a study by
Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner (2003) indicates deeper issues. This study observed that
family income was a strong predictor of cumulative grade point average in post-secondary
education. The study involved low-income students who were given full tuition and room
and board subsidies at a high-quality liberal arts college. In their findings, Stinebrickner and
Stinebrickner observe that higher levels of income were associated with higher GPA and
lower levels of income were associated with lower GPA.
Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner’s findings then suggest that “hours worked” may be
simply a superficial contributing factor to students being unsuccessful and dropping out; and
that family income may be a more comprehensive or deeper variable affecting student
academic performance at post-secondary educational institutions. Stinebrickner and
Stinebrickner’s explanation for the correlation between family income and post-secondary
academic performance is that “students from low-income families could be less prepared for
college because they receive inferior formal educational instruction or because they receive
inferior educational instruction at home” (p. 20). The following sections consider how lowincome students’ inferior educational performance may be tied to the funding of U.S. public
school education and the educational attainment and income of the students’ parents.
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Public School Funding
Inferior formal education received by low-income students can be attributed to how
public schools are funded in the United States. The term low-income students as used in this
thesis refers to students with a family taxable income below poverty level. U.S. public
schools are usually financed through local property taxes (Tedin, Matland, & Weiher, 2001).
Because property tax revenue varies between low-income neighborhoods and affluent
neighborhoods, it could be expected that the quality of educational resources would also
differ between these two types of neighborhoods. In fact, Wood and Theobald (2003)
observe that:
Wealthy districts can raise greater revenues and provide a richer educational
experience for their students. Poor districts often have lower revenues, even
with higher tax effort, resulting in crumbling infrastructures, underpaid
teachers, and an inability to educate students with special needs. (p. 719)
The implications that low income has on student aptitude are further elaborated by
Heyneman and Loxley (1983), who observe that:
Children who attend primary school in countries with low per-capita incomes have
learned substantially less after similar amounts of time in school than have pupils in
high-income countries. At the same time, the lower the income of the country, the
weaker the influence of pupils' social status on achievement. (p. 1162)
The relationships between family income, public schooling, and student academic
aptitude may explain why Haveman and Smeeding (2006) also observe that: “Students in
poor and minority neighborhoods are less well prepared academically; [and] ill prepared to
select colleges, apply for admission and secure acceptance…” (p. 125). Bial and Rodriguez
(2007) then further observe that because “quality of public schools varies widely, and
resources depend on the wealth and ingenuity of a particular community…, students are
segregated as children before they even have a chance to compete fairly” (p. 18). Haveman
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and Smeeding and Bial and Rodriguez observations would then indicate that individuals
from low-income households can have difficulties with the enrollment processes at
universities.
Parental Education and Income
The same low-income students who receive inferior educational instruction at home
can also be first-generation students (Billson & Terry, 1983; Bui, 2002). First-generation
students as used here refer to students neither of whose parents completed a four-year degree.
Because low-income students may also come from households where neither parent attained
a four-year degree, this situation can create problems when these students seek financial and
academic support from their parents. Presumably, the parents’ income and education would
limit their abilities to help their children finance their education; and the parents’ lack of
experience may make it difficult for them to help their children navigate through four years
of higher education.
Haveman and Smeeding (2006) then observe that “The median income in 2000 for
Americans with a bachelor's degree or higher was more than double that for high school
graduates” (p. 126), further supporting the notion that first-generation students are often lowincome students. The 2005 U.S. Census Bureau indicated that bachelors-degree holders
earned an average of $51,554, compared to $28,645 earned by high-school graduates and
$19,169 earned by those without a high-school diploma respectively (Coleman, 2006).
The fact that first-generation students are often from low-income households (Bui,
2002) would then be expected to affect the parents’ abilities to help their children pay for
their higher education. As Stanfiel (1972) indicates:
Education and income tend to form an interdependent cycle: greater education
is necessary to increase income but lack of financial resources may restrict
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possibilities for education. Breaking out of the cycle via the "great leap” does
occur, but no doubt is still the exception to the rule. (p. 170-171)
That some first-generation students come from low-income households would not only
explain why those students can be academically under-prepared, but also why low-income
students who succeed in breaking the cycle between lower income and lower education
appear to be exceptional. Tinto (2006) then observes: “Though access to higher education for
low-income students has increased and gaps in access between high- and low-income
students decreased, the gap between well-to-do and poor students in four-year completion
remains” (p. 10-11).
Given these disparities in four-year completion rates, it’s not surprising that lowincome students have been of concern to researchers and institutions of higher learning from
the 1960s (Williams 1969) through the 21st Century (Chaney, Muraskin, Cahalan, &
Goodwin, 1998; Fox, 1986; Kulik, Kulik, & Shwalb, 1983; Mumper, 2003; Steininger,
Brown, & Stanley, 1971). Although this chapter suggests that academic under-achievement
and inability to pay are two student background characteristics that place low-income
undergraduates at-risk, Chapter Four will address additional characteristics which also make
students at-risk to be unsuccessful and drop out from their post-secondary education.
Thus far, elitist views that suggest that selective admissions yield greater results in
undergraduate retention and success appear to be empirically supported (see Cambiano,
Denny, & De Vore, 2000; Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Kalsner, 1991; Neal
et al., 2007; Skelton, 1959; Tinto, 1993). However, a notable shortcoming in selective
admissions arises from how selective institutions of higher learning contribute, through
teaching practices, to the retention and success of undergraduate students (see Kuh &
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Pascarella, 2004; Pascarella et al. (2006). The following section provides some insight into
this oversight of selective admissions.
An Alternative View on Selective Admissions
Berdie’s (1960) and Potthoff’s (1939) views concerning selective admissions,
mentioned earlier, indicate that in the mid-20th Century, the purpose of selective admission
was to recruit students who would most likely be successful and reject those who would not
be able to adapt to academic demands. However, during the 1980s, an ideological shift away
from Berdie’s and Potthoff’s perspective on selective admissions took place in higher
education. The focus of institutional policies shifted from what selective admission policies
could do for institutions of higher learning. i.e., select qualified students, to what the policies
could do for the education of undergraduate students, i.e., provide quality of education.
More recent perspectives on selective admission policy suggest that selectivity fosters
an institution’s educational excellence and provides quality education for students (see
Braxton, & Nordvall, 1985; Braxton, 1993; Kuh & Pascarella, 2004; Pascarella et al. 2006).
This change of emphasis, equating selective admissions policy with educational excellence,
appears to correspond with the first publication of U.S. News & World Report’s rankings of
colleges in 1983 (see Ehrenberg, 2005). Since U.S. News & World Report’s college rankings
have been published, students have used this source to make decisions about what colleges to
attend. However, the U.S. News & World Report’s college rankings use performance
indicators for educational excellence that do not relate to the actual quality of education
received by the undergraduates. Some common indicators of excellence at selective
institutions are: high admission standards, institutional reputation, endowment per student, as
well as faculty salaries and research productivity (see Braxton, & Nordvall, 1985; Braxton,
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1993; Kuh & Pascarella, 2004; Ehrenberg, 2005; Pascarella, 2001; Webster, 2001). A closer
examination of these indicators of academic excellence would then suggest that they have
nothing to do with directly fostering either best practices leading to student learning or
student learning outcomes. As Pascarella et al. (2006), in a recent study on institutional
selectivity, concludes:
The absence of a substantial relationship between selectivity and good
practices in undergraduate education may explain in large part why the weight
of evidence accumulated over time indicates a similar inconsistent and trivial
relationship between institutional selectivity and measures of learning and
cognitive development during college. (p. 279)
Pascarella et al.’s findings suggest that best practices in undergraduate education are
absent among some selective institutions of higher learning and that if selective institutions
accrue favorable undergraduate retention and success, these results may be more a factor of
the students’ academic aptitudes and efforts than the institution’s standards of “academic
excellence.” This is not to say, however, that some higher educational institutions may not
have better teaching practices than others. Another study conducted by Pascarella et al.
(2004) observed that both selective and open admissions liberal arts colleges “evidenced
stronger positive impacts on a broad range of empirically vetted good practices in
undergraduate education than did either research universities or regional institutions.” (p.
57).
Thus far, this chapter has dealt with how elitist and egalitarian views can impact
admissions policy and, subsequently, undergraduate retention and success. The chapter will
now address how elitist and egalitarian views can indirectly influence undergraduate
retention and success through their influences on student financial aid policies.
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Elitist and Egalitarian Views on Affordability
The affordability of higher education has been of concern to minorities and lowincome groups since at least the second half of the 20th Century (Campbell & Boyd, 1970).
Responding to these concerns the U.S. Federal government, during the 1960s, made student
financial assistance accessible to all citizens, with an emphasis on low-income populations
(Hansen, 1983; McPherson & Schapiro, 1991; Stein, 1969). Despite these U.S. Federal
Government provisions, the conflict between elitist and egalitarian views concerning who
should receive Federal Student Financial Aid continued to affect policies linked with the
value of affordability in higher education during the 1970s. Campbell and Boyd (1970) noted
that elitists argued that students should not only prove themselves worthy of financial aid by
meeting selective admission standards; but should also prove themselves academically and
show themselves willing to take up the burden of student loans. They further observed that
those with egalitarian views on financial aid were more lenient in providing financial
assistance to needy low-income student populations through grants than elitists. Campbell
and Boyd’s observations then demonstrate that elitists advocated meritocratic systems of
financial aid, very much like the ones they proposed for selective admissions; while
egalitarians argued that merit should be supplanted by economic need in deciding who
should receive financial aid. Merit-Based Financial Aid as used here is then a policy that
grants financial resources contingent upon the students’ academic performance and needbased Financial aid is a policy that grants students financial resources based on their
economic necessity.
It then appears that elitist and egalitarian views like these have shaped financial aid
policies for perhaps two-and-a-half decades. Doyle (2006) notes that 12% of states in 1980
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adopted a merit-based financial aid policy, which increased to 26% in 2002. This gradual
shift in policy would suggest elitist views to the granting affordability in higher education to
students with promise. In addition to increasing state interest in merit-based financial aid
policy, Hu and St. John (2001) as well as Haveman and Smeeding (2006) observe a shift
from student grants to student loans and a decline in state support for higher education in the
last two decades of the 20th Century. Student grants as used here are free student financial
resources and student loans are borrowed student financial resources. Hu and St. John note,
that change from grants to loans led to increased tuition costs, thus shifting the burden of
affordability from the public treasury to students and their families. Hu and St. John’s
observations may explain why Haveman and Smeeding conclude that “Sharply rising college
prices during the 1980s and 1990s, together with the growing inequality of family income,
have raised the cost of attending college far more for low-income students than for well-todo students” (p. 125). The question then is: What ramifications do these shifts in financial aid
policies have on the lives of undergraduate students in the 21st Century?
Financial Aid and Student Retention
Past and current research indicates a relationship between affordability in education
and student retention (Cabrera, Stampen, & Hansen, 1990; Jensen, 1981; Ishitani &
Desjardins, 2002; St. John, 2000; Wohlgemuth et al., 2006). However, Braunstein, Mcgrath,
and Pescatrice (2000) suggest that student retention is more closely associated with academic
ability than financial factors. In a similar fashion, Tinto (1993) concludes that students may
cite financial factors to avoid admitting academic reasons for their departure.
It can also be concluded, however, that academic difficulties and access to financial
resources are not mutually exclusive. Students facing greater academic problems may also
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experience difficulties with finding economic assistance in meritocratic financial aid systems
and may subsequently drop out. A contemporary study by Wessel, Bell, Mcpherson,
Costello, and Jones (2006) then observes that students with greater financial need are more
likely not to qualify for financial aid due to academic under-performance and therefore are
also less likely to graduate. Dee and Jackson’s (1999) study of Georgia's Helping
Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) college scholarship program also illustrates the
high percentage of students who disqualify for merit-based financial assistance. HOPE is a
lottery-funded scholarship program which grants free tuition to students who can maintain a
“B” average at Georgia’s state universities. Dee and Jackson observe that “roughly half of
HOPE scholars lose their support after their freshman year [due to academic underperformance]” (p. 379). The prior two studies suggest a negative relationship between the
academic problems of financially needy students and access to meritocratic forms of
financial assistance. In other words, as financially needy students’ grades decline, their
difficulties in obtaining meritocratic forms of financial assistance may increase.
Although it is arguable that students who do not qualify for merit-based financial aid
can borrow money through student loans, studies conducted by Astin (1975), Hochstein and
Butler, 1983; Leslie and Brinkman (1988), and Perna (1998) indicate that grants have a more
positive effect on student persistence than loans. Research then substantiates that student
financial policies (i.e. merit- versus need-based financial aid policies, grants versus loans,
etc.) could have discernable effects on student retention.
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Political Views on Access, Affordability, and Accountability
This research further observes that access and affordability have become important
political issues in the 2008 elections (Field, 2007; Fischer, 2007). At the turn of the 21st
Century, Doyle (2007) noted from several studies that the public shared the following views:
the public valued higher education and the granting of opportunity to all groups; was
concerned about the affordability of higher education; felt that students should, one way or
another, pay back public investment; and knew little concerning the cost of tuition. Doyle
observed that Democrats and Republicans had some areas of agreement and some strong
areas of disagreement on public higher educational policy. He further observed that the
increasing cost of higher education was a concern for both Democrats and Republicans.
However, Doyle also observed that Democrats focused more on the affordability; and
Republicans tended to be more focused on accountability in public higher education.
Accountability in Higher Education
Writing over 35 years ago, Anderson (1971) described the complex issues that would
surround accountability in public higher education in the 21st Century. He predicted:
…the public will press [public higher education professionals] even more
insistently to justify what we do, to show results, and to use resources
efficiently. As professionals, we should proceed with all deliberate speed to
define standards of performance and to measure our effectiveness against
them, for the general public and various constituencies will be pressing their
values on us and attempting to hold us accountable in appropriate and
inappropriate ways. The forms of accountability which we will undertake and
to which we will be subjected will be multiple and sometimes conflicting.
There will be inevitable tension between the demands and requirements of
accountability and the desire for autonomy. We will be fortunate indeed if we
manage to reconcile all these forces to the benefit of students, to the
requirements of critical scholarship, to the purposes of the university, and to
the legitimate public interest. (p. 463)
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Anderson’s remarks concerning demands and requirements for performance and
accountability then accurately encapsulate the complexities confronting 21st-century public
higher educational institutions.
A Synoptic Chronology of Accountability in Public Higher Education
The demand for accountability in U.S. public higher education appears to have had its
inception in the 1960s (Bunda, 1979). After veterans returned from World War II, high
demands for post-secondary education services flooded both public and private institutions
of higher education (Axelrod, 1974); and eventually increased budgetary pressures, which
led to colleges requesting additional aid from the public treasury (Israel, 1963). However,
granting of additional funds came with an expectation for higher accountability on the part of
the institutions (Cunningham, 1969).
Although the U.S. government has sought to hold institutions of higher learning
accountable for appropriations since at least the mid-1960s (Bunda, 1979), it wasn’t until the
1990s that state governments decided to tie funding to performance-based budgeting
(Ashworth, 1994; Huisman & Currie, 2004; Melkers & Willoughby, 1998; Pineno, 2004;
Wholey, 1999). In fact, Tyer and Willand (1997) noted four successive nationwide state
budgetary reforms, carried out over four decades that progressively increased public
accountability. These were the program-planning budgeting systems of the 1960s; the zerobased budgeting systems of the 1970s; the management-by-objectives systems of the 1980s;
and the performance-based budgeting systems of the 1990s. Moreover, to strengthen
government spending and accountability at the Federal level, the House and Senate enacted
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993. This act required that all federal
agencies submit strategic plans by September 30, 1997, and that subsequent annual
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performance evaluations be conducted for all of their programs. These government reforms
in performance accountability, obviously, became very important to agencies receiving state
and federal funding during the 1990s, and still appear to be important in the 21st Century.
This raises the question: What specific performance indicators were public higher
educational institutions accountable for? At the turn of the 21st Century, a report generated
through the Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Government indicated that a majority of states
selected student retention rates as one of many performance indicators for their higher
education systems (Burke & Minassians, 2001). As student retention became an important
performance indicator used by the states, it also became commonly adopted as an important
value at public universities (Burke, 1997; Roman, 2007; Titus, 2006). The interest in student
success, however, appears to be primarily voluntary among public higher educational
institutions because it is not a measure of accountability under current state policies. But
student success has come to be considered a measure for accountability at Federal levels
through subsequent reauthorizations of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (see Swail, 2002).
With such an emphasis placed on accountability at state and federal levels, it is not surprising
that undergraduate retention and success have become pervasive values in U.S. public higher
education.
The Impact of Access and Affordability on Accountability
This chapter indicates that not only accountability, but also access and affordability
have become salient values in 21st-century public higher educational institutions (see
Hamilton, 2006; Miller, 2007; Russo, 2006; Tricchinelli, 2007). However, the values of
access and affordability should not be confused with the admissions or financial aid policies
that determine who receives entrance or assistance. As this chapter has already indicated,
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who receives access and financial assistance, by what standards, and why, are determined by
specific policies such as selective versus open admissions and need-based versus merit-based
financial aid policies. The values of access and affordability, by themselves, do not
determine anything, except as implemented in policies within public educational institutions.
The next question that this research raises is: What implications do the values of
access and affordability have for the accountability of public institutions of higher learning?
Answers to this question can be derived from the different views of elitists and egalitarians.
Each of these different views addresses the following three questions which are important to
undergraduate enrollment, retention, and success: To whom should access and financial
assistance be given in public higher education? By what means? And why?
Elitists argue that access to higher education and financial assistance should be
reserved for high-performing, academically advantaged students through selective
admissions and merit-based financial aid. Further, those holding elitist views presume that
institutions of higher learning would achieve higher undergraduate retention and success
levels through these selective admissions and meritocratic financial aid policies.
One of the problems with selective admissions policies is that they shift the burden of
accountability from the institution to the students. This burden-shifting occurs because the
institutions of higher learning do not have to make major investments in student education if
the students have already proven academically successful. In this regard, institutional
accountability appears illusory. In order for the institutions to show adequate accountability,
they would have to demonstrate accountability in teaching practices. Moreover, academically
successful students may decide to leave even selective institutions of higher learning if their
instructional needs are not being met.
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Egalitarians, on the other hand, advocate that access to higher education should be
given to all through open admissions policies. Further, those holding egalitarian views
advocate open admissions policies because they appear to place a moral obligation on public
universities to educate all students, not just students who are already academically
successful. A negative implication of open admission policies, though, is that the institutions
of higher learning would recruit or admit students who are academically disadvantaged, and,
as a result, would take significant risks with student retention and success.
An additional problem related to student retention is affordability. Merit- versus
need-based financial aid policies and loan versus grant policies can be adopted within public
educational institutions with open admissions. Public educational institutions that adopt open
admissions are known to recruit academically and financially disadvantaged students. A
public educational institution that adopts open admissions policies coupled with a
meritocratic financial aid policy can also be expected to have some student attrition due to
students failing to qualify for or losing financial aid due to their academic performance. Such
attrition would be expected to decrease through the adoption of student grants and needbased financial aid policies, but student success would probably be compromised. A public
institution with open admissions and need-based grants and financial aid policies would then
be expected to have relatively favorable retention rates; but it might also retain students with
marginal to inferior academic performances. Although it is also arguable that students who
do not qualify for merit-based financial aid can borrow money through student loans, studies
conducted by Astin (1975), Hochstein and Butler, 1983; Leslie and Brinkman (1988), and
Perna (1998) indicate that grants have a more positive effect on student persistence than

32

loans; hence suggesting that loans may in some instances be a disincentives for students to
secure funds to pay their education and not persist to fulfill their college degrees.
In the final analysis, public demand for institutional and administrative accountability
in higher education through student retention and success may be difficult to meet through
either egalitarian or elitist views of admissions and financial aid policies. The ratings of
institutions that adopt open admissions, need-based financial aid, and student grants may
suffer because of the enrollment, retention, and success of students who are academically
disadvantaged; while the higher ratings of institutions with selective admissions and meritbased financial aid policies, by various accountability indicators, may be illusory because the
institutions may hide behind the performance of their already academically-successful
students.
This Researcher has concluded that in order to understand an institution’s
performance in undergraduate retention and success, both admissions and financial aid
policies must be considered as basic constructs. However, this researcher does not contend
that problems of undergraduate retention and success are exclusive products of admissions
and financial aid policies. Other factors that can impact undergraduate retention and success
can certainly be deduced and are discussed in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER THREE
Additional Values and Policies and their Influence on
Undergraduate Retention and Success
Chapter Two explored potential relationships between institutional values such as
access and affordability on admissions and financial aid policies; which policies were also
presumed to impact institutional and administrative accountability through undergraduate
retention and success. The policies and values addressed in Chapter Three, however, differ
from Chapter two in that Chapter Three focuses on academic freedom and tenure policies
and how they can influence the values of teaching, and subsequently undergraduate retention
and success.
Establishment of Core Values in Public Higher Education
The development of U.S. public institutions of higher learning can be traced to at
least the early 19th Century. State universities date to the early 1800s and the land-grant
colleges to the early 1860s (Chambers, 1931). An apparent problem with colleges and
universities, as originally established, however, was that they lacked clarity in their values,
objectives, and ideals. As Klein and Smittle (1933) said:
Higher education in the several states of the United States has developed by a
process of accretion. Universities, colleges, and technical schools have been
established by both state and local governmental agencies... Clear definition
of the peculiar functions of new institutions at the time of their founding has
been the exception rather than the rule. (p. 146)
This lack of clarity in the “peculiar functions” of higher educational institutions implies the
absence of defined institutional values; and appears to be what gave impetus to the
subsequent identification and establishment of teaching, research, and public service as three
core values among some U.S. higher educational institutions (see Scott, 2006).
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Teaching, Research, and Public Service
Teaching, research, and public service have been recognized values among U.S.
public universities since at least the 19th Century (Perkins, 1972). These terms are defined as
follows. The term, teaching, refers to the education of undergraduate students as opposed to
graduate students, and can be viewed as a process that involves ends, i.e., learning objectives,
as well as means, i.e., pedagogical strategies. The term, research, refers to faculty
investigations in their field of study; and public service refers to the various services faculty
performs inside and outside their institutions.
In the original establishment of college and universities, teaching appears to have
been, at least implicitly, the primary objective (see also Geiger, 1988). Public service appears
to have been the next value incorporated among the institutions, as legislated in the Morrill
Act of 1862 (Woodburn & Chase, 1932); and faculty research appears to have been proposed
as an important value and objective for colleges and universities in the later 19th Century
(Conn, 1887). However, Scott (2006) observes that teaching, research, and public service did
not receive equal footing in the missions of public universities until the first half of the 20th
Century. Scott also notes that U.S. public universities were influenced by European ideals
such as autonomy and academic freedom, which subsequently became embedded within their
teaching and research missions.
Autonomy and Academic Freedom
The term, autonomy, as used in this research, refers to the independence of
universities from other external entities; and academic freedom refers to the discretionary
authority that faculty exercise in teaching and research. Autonomy and academic freedom
can be viewed as both values and policies because they are not only considered ideals and
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objectives to incorporate or maintain among institutions of higher learning; but also provide
rules that minimize interference with faculty instruction and research (see, for examples,
Anderson, 1971; Ivie, 2005; Leffmann & Creighton, 1913; Lewis, 1973; Sabloff, 1997;
Thurstone, 1930; Tierney, 2004). For the purposes of this research, then, academic freedom
and autonomy will be referred to as policies; but the establishment and maintenance of
academic freedom and autonomy as ideals also implies their characterization as values within
and among public higher educational institutions.
The establishment of academic freedom and autonomy as core values in public higher
education can be traced to the development of European institutions (Scott, 2006). Van den
Haag (1963) noted that during the medieval period, European institutions of higher learning
were highly autocratic because they were governed either by ecclesiastic or governmental
authorities and subsequently sought emancipation from such forces. Concerning the
autonomy of universities, Grable (1973) also states: “…the history of the university is largely
an account of the struggle between domination of the university by church or state, and its
independence from such outside forces” (p. 220). The pursuit of independence from church
and state appears to be what led to the adoption of academic freedom as an institutional ideal
among early 19th-century German universities (Scott, 2006), and, subsequently, to the
adoption of these ideals within universities in the United States see, also, (Conn, 1887).
As can be noted in publications that use both terms, academic freedom shares a
reciprocal relationship with autonomy (see, for examples, Fuchs, 1963; Neave, 1982;
Slaughter, 1988; Thurstone, 1930). The following description provided by Ivie (2005) is an
example of how academic freedom and autonomy are treated as germane to each other:
In the simplest terms, academic freedom means unfettered scholarly inquiry, a
scholar’s fundamental right of research, publication, and instruction free of
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institutional constraint. This indispensable principle of scholarship… is the
precious gift of independent intellectual judgment—an endowment of open
inquiry, free investigation, speculation, imagination, reflexivity,
interpretation, assessment, and informed opinion protected against inevitable
accusations of political and religious heresy. (p. 53)
Ivie’s use of the words, “unfettered” and “free from institutional constraint,” denotes a close
kinship between academic freedom and autonomy and further suggests that it may be
difficult to separate these concepts. In other words, academic freedom without autonomy is
not free; and autonomy without academic freedom is not autonomous. For this reason,
whenever the term academic freedom is used in this research, autonomy will also be implied.
Though academic freedom has been advocated by faculty among U.S. institutions of
higher learning since at least the early 20th Century (Eliot, 1907), it was not until 1957 that
“the US Supreme Court in Sweezy v New Hampshire … recognized academic freedom as a
legal right granted by the Constitution” (Chang, 2001, p. 915). One of the primary intentions
behind institutional ideals of academic freedom was to protect faculty from the arbitrary
and/or capricious action of others (Leffmann & Creighton, 1913; Reynolds, 1917; van
Alstyne, 1972; van den Haag, 1963). The assumption was that academic freedom would
allow faculty both liberty of expression and protection from retaliation when addressing
views that diverge from mainstream political, religious, and/or social ideologies. In this
respect, the doctrine of academic freedom sought to offer faculty protection from retaliation
in their teaching practices, research, and other forms of scholarly communication.
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The Impact of Academic Freedom on Undergraduate
Teaching, Retention, and Success
Although academic freedom typically refers to both faculty teaching and research, the
primary focus here will be on how it applies to faculty instruction. In this respect, it can be
observed that academic freedom as a policy directly relates to the value and objective of
teaching. The fact that academic freedom as a protected right to teach without external
interference has been proclaimed among U.S. faculty for now over a century (Eliot, 1907)
alludes to its institutionalization among post-secondary higher educational institutions. An
implicit folkloric belief about academic freedom is that it benefits teaching in some way,
shape, or form; but exactly how academic freedom affects quality of instruction has not yet
been subject to empirical scrutiny.
This research then raises the questions: In what ways and under what circumstances
does academic freedom affect teaching quality in the classroom? If academic freedom does
affect faculty instruction in particular and definable ways, how are these aspects of teaching
evaluated by students? And of equal importance, do these characteristics of teaching
correlate to undergraduate retention and success? Empirically-based answers to these
questions appear to be absent. In proposing the integrative model of student departure,
Chapter Five further elaborates these lines of inquiry. Because quality of instruction can be
influenced by policies beyond faculty academic freedom, this chapter now addresses tenure
as an additional determinant of undergraduate instruction, retention, and success.
Tenure
When academic freedom was first adopted as a faculty right in the United States, it
was recognized that this faculty right, on its own, would not guarantee the protection that
faculty sought. Tenure was then contemplated as added protection to faculty from wrongful
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dismissal or other forms of retaliation during the early 20th Century (Byse, 1959; Deibler,
1922; Seligman, 1915). Presumably, tenure would prevent the unjust dismissal of faculty
when exercising academic freedom by granting them job security. However, the
establishment of tenure to protect faculty academic freedom has been highly contested
among faculty (see, for examples, Altbach, 2001; Cole, 1949; Dresch, 1988; Giroux, 2006;
Malin, 1952; Perley, 1998; Sacken, 1990; Tyler& Cheyney, 1938).
Vaccaro (1972) observed two opposing camps who took strong stands on the
adoption of tenure policy. One camp argued that tenure was necessary to protect faculty from
wrongful dismissal. The opposing camp argued that tenure protected the incompetent and
stood in the way of needed change. Concerning the latter view, Vaccaro states:
…once the institution commits itself to granting tenure in such a case, it has
little opportunity of replacing that person with someone more effective. In
fact, barring moral turpitude or incompetence, it would not be possible for the
institution to discharge that faculty member. (p. 38)
Vaccaro’s observations suggest those tenured faculties who are performing inadequately are
difficult to terminate. A survey conducted by Immerwahr (1999) similarly found that 74% of
tenured professors agreed that tenure sometimes protects incompetent faculty. Observations
like Vaccaro’s and Immerwahr’s appear to have influenced institutions of higher learning to
eventually institute post-tenure review see (Aper & Fry, 2003; Chait, 2002). Vaccaro’s and
Immerwahr’s viewpoints then suggest that tenure can also adversely influence undergraduate
retention and success when faculty who are performing inadequately in their teaching
practices are retained through tenure policy. However, this assumption needs to be subjected
to further empirical scrutiny.
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Tenure and academic freedom can also cause legal issues when administrators
address questionable faculty teaching practices. Bruhn, Zajac, Al-Kazemi, and Prescott
(2001) observe:
Although there are broad statements of the ethical responsibilities of faculty…
There are no universally recognized set of standards defining appropriate and
inappropriate conduct on the part of faculty. The practices of academic
freedom and autonomy protect a host of actions and inactions, some of which
may not be readily known or observable to others. (p. 464)
University administrators may then experience legal issues when confronting faculty
concerning inappropriate teaching practices. As Sacken (1990) states: “Insuring instructional
‘accountability’ poses complex managerial problems, including the prospect of lawsuits” (p.
548). Sacken suggests that lawsuits can arise when institutions address faculty instruction
issues. Presumably, such legal disputations can arise when faculty assertion of academic
freedom in teaching practices conflicts with the threat of loss of employment and/or tenure.
These conflicts can adversely influence undergraduate retention and success when legalistic
issues distract institutions from providing quality instruction to students; but to what extent
these conflicts exist at public universities and affect quality of instruction, and, subsequently,
undergraduate retention and success, has yet to be considered by empirical studies.
The literature also indicates that, beyond faculty protection, tenure also eventually
became an incentive for faculty to support teaching, research, and public service as core
values within public educational institutions (Lewellan & Kasten, 1984; Porter, 2007; Worth,
1972). It is now observable that tenure fulfills at least two purposes in higher education: one,
to protect faculty from wrongful dismissal; and two, as an incentive for faculty to perform
teaching, research, and public service. The fact that “tenure” can play different roles within
higher educational institutions, whether providing job security, protection or incentives for
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faculty, indicates that “tenure” can also be used in many different ways throughout the
literature. As Whicker et al. (1993) states: “Today, tenure means many different things,
including job security, merit reward, career motivator, protection for academic freedom, and
a multi-million dollar investment in a single professor…” (p. 821). Because tenure can be
used in many ways, it becomes important to delineate its use.
The term, tenure, as applied here, then refers to policy that grants faculty job security
on the basis of three criteria: teaching, research, and public service. In this respect, it
becomes apparent that tenure policy directly relates to the value or objective of teaching, and,
presumably, to the values of undergraduate retention and success. Tenure appears as an
important institutional value because job security for some faculty members is an objective
(see, for examples, Byse, 1959; Chait, 2002; Deibler, 1922; Seligman, 1915). However,
tenure can also be viewed as a policy because it provides the rules to which faculty must
adhere in order to obtain job security (see, for examples, Lewellan & Kasten, 1984; Porter,
2007; Worth, 1972).
Because tenure policies provide rules for receiving job security, tenure also provides
the ultimate guidelines by which faculty are recruited and retained. This is because tenuretrack faculty who do not receive tenure, and tenured faculty who fail to maintain tenure, are,
as a rule, fired by the institution. This characteristic of tenure then indicates its salience to the
retention and success of undergraduate students. Presumably, if institutions of higher
learning set priorities other than undergraduate instruction through the tenure and promotion
system, the institutions may retain faculty who do not favor undergraduate instruction, or
may lose faculty who support the teaching mission.
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The teaching mission of public universities is salient to the values of undergraduate
retention and success because teaching is the foci that bring faculty and students together.
Presumably, neglect of the teaching mission can lead to poor or marginal instruction, which
can influence the success and/or retention of undergraduate students. This is not to say that
poor or marginal teaching performance will necessarily impact the success of all
undergraduate students. It may not influence the academic performance of high-ability
students, but it may certainly adversely impact the success of low-ability students.
Additionally, poor or marginal teaching performance can influence both high- and lowability student satisfaction regarding quality of instruction and may also influence their
decisions to depart from their current institution. In all these respects, it can be argued that
the faculty tenure and promotion system reflects the emphasis placed on teaching and can
therefore have a significant indirect effect on undergraduate retention and success.
The discussion thus far has focused on teaching, research, and public service as
criteria used to grant faculty tenure. However, the relative worth of these three values within
tenure and promotion systems has not been considered. For this reason, the following
sections will address the worth of teaching, research and public service relative to tenure
policy within and among some higher educational institutions.
The Worth of Teaching, Research, and Public Service
Not all four-year institutions of higher learning place the same worth on teaching,
research, and public service (see Middaugh, 2002; Shen, 1997). Public service appears of
lesser worth to institutions of higher education than teaching and research (Marsh & Hattie,
2002; MCallister, 1976; Shapiro, 2006). A recent study by Neumann & LaPointe Terosky
(2007), however, indicates that public service can actually increase after tenure at some
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public universities; but this situation appears to be the exception rather than the rule. If
public service is of lesser worth than faculty teaching and research, then it necessarily
follows that either teaching or research are equal in worth, or that one of these two values
supersedes the other.
The following sections will provide a historical and empirical overview of the relative
worth of teaching and research as values in public higher education. This section will then
conclude by illustrating what impact these comparative appraisals of the relative worth of
teaching and research through tenure policy may have on undergraduate retention and
success.
Background
Geiger (1988) observes that, originally, teaching was the primary objective in the
establishment of U.S. institutions of higher learning. However, he also indicates that faculty
research was introduced toward the latter part of the 19th Century, when U.S. students
returned from German universities, where research was highly valued. The following
remarks by Conn (1887) then support Geiger’s observations:
It has hardly seemed to have entered into the American idea of education that
a college, besides being a place of instruction, should be the place for the
origin of new knowledge. Of late years, however, the influence of German
universities, and of some of the larger colleges in this country, has been
creating the conviction that original research in some form is necessary for the
life of our higher educational institutions… until a complete change takes
place in our system, such research will be confined to the instructors and
graduates, and will not be shared in by the undergraduate student. (p. 109)
Conn’s remarks indicate the interest of faculty in incorporating research alongside teaching
as institutional values in late 19th-century American public universities.
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Challenges in the Incorporation of Faculty Research
Some faculty sought to incorporate research into the teaching mission of colleges and
universities during the early 20th century (Dwight et al 1900). Despite such aspirations, the
literature indicates that incorporating research was not entirely unproblematic. Geiger (1988)
observes that prior to the 20th Century, faculty research was “paid by professors themselves,
raised through subscriptions, or met with gifts from local benefactors” (p. 333). Geiger’s
observations clearly indicate that the incorporation of faculty research at higher educational
institutions was not an easily attainable objective.
The Influence of War on Faculty Research
Geiger (1988) also observes that World War I eventually opened up research funding
opportunities through an increased need for military research. As he states:
A true research economy did not come into existence until the decade of the
1920s. The stimulus for this development was the experience of World War I;
its distinguishing feature was that it was based entirely upon private support
for university research. (p. 334)
Opportunities for faculty research were further bolstered by World War II. In the midst of
World War II, Hutchins (1946) wrote: “The University's role for the remainder of the war is
fairly clear. It will have to do all the war research it can handle” (p. 6). The impetus provided
by war, however, was instrumental in increasing faculty research not only during World
Wars I and II (Geiger, 1988; Hilliard, 1943; Zook, 1944), but throughout the Cold War-era as
well (Gideonse, 1950; Goldstein, 1964; Intriligator & Smith, 1966; Nunn, 1979). The
continuing climate of war and faculty research throughout the World War- and Cold Wareras appeared to have reinforced the value of faculty research at U.S. universities throughout
the 20th Century.
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Publish-or-Perish
In addition to military research, institutional policies also reinforced the value of
faculty research at mid-20th Century institutions of higher learning. Beard (1965) notes, that
in the 1950s, four-year institutions of higher learning were interested in becoming major
universities. The institutions proposed to fulfill this goal through the establishment of
extensive graduate programs and recognized faculty research. Beard further indicates that as
the institutions sought to become major universities, competition in faculty research
increased and brought forth the adoption of the controversial policy called “publish-orperish.”
According to Beard, “publish-or-perish” tied promotional advancement and academic
recognition, and hence, tenure, to the ability of faculty to publish substantive literature in
their chosen field of study. Beard observes that as a result of this policy, institutional values
shifted from teaching to research. As he notes, “…the publish-or-perish policy, even in its
most defensible form, has had the consequence of impeding some universities in the
fulfillment of their other major responsibility; that is, teaching” (p. 456). Beard further
observes that as a result of this policy, “Faculty members who had long been recognized by
the university for their talents as effective teachers were often passed over in favor of
younger, less experienced men who showed greater promise in terms of anticipated or
demonstrated scholarly production” (p. 457). Beard’s comments indicate that “publish-orperish” led to research taking priority over teaching during the mid-20th Century.
Notable empirical research on tenure confirms Beard’s observations. Several studies
conducted in the second half of the 20th Century indicate that faculty research has played a
more important role in the tenuring of faculty than has teaching (see, for examples,
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Fairweather & Rhoads, 1995; Hayes, 1971; Lewellan Kasten, 1984; Koplik & Welsh, 1993;
Li-Ping Tang & Chamberlain, 1997; Salthouse, McKeachie, & Lin, 1978). One of these
studies was conducted by Bowker and Lynch (1984). These researchers, observing the level
of commitment of institutions of higher learning to teaching, conclude that:
Teaching is the primary factor in all personnel and resource allocation
decisions according to the verbal representations of the social science and
graduate deans. However, there is much less support for teaching in practice,
and this support shows wide variation among institutions and considerable
inconsistency within institutions. (p. 69)
Bowker and Lynch’s observations on faculty tenure, made during the 1980s, may
help to explain Tinto’s (2006) 21st-century views on faculty tenure and teaching: “Unless the
education… of students is not rewarded (sic), in particular through promotion and tenure
systems, many faculty will only give it lip service” (p. 8). Shapiro (2006) then also echoes
Tinto’s observations when he states:
…I argue that a fundamental shift in promotion and tenure criteria is needed
for colleges and universities — and research universities in particular — to
become learner-centered and for both scholarly teaching and the scholarship
of teaching and learning to become embedded and valued in the culture (p.
38)
Tinto’s and Shapiro’s observations indicate that the problems plaguing public universities in
teaching, research, and tenure policies have not diminished in the 21st Century.
The Worth of Faculty Research
Thus far, the worth of faculty research has been established by its institutionalizing
through war research and the “publish-or-perish” policy. However, the worth of faculty
research can also be assessed in other ways. First, faculty research appears to play an
important role in tenuring across the various different types of four-year institutions of higher
learning. A study conducted by Fairweather (1993) observes that faculty research was the
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most important criteria for tenure in all types of four-year institutions, not just in major
research universities. Second, faculty research also plays an important role in determining
faculty pay. Gomez-Mejia and Balkin (1992) in their research observe that “the primary
determinants of faculty pay, in both institutions that grant doctorates and those that do not,
are the number of top-tier journal publications a faculty member has authored…” (p. 921).
Third, the importance of faculty research can be observed through the time faculty invests in
it. A study conducted by Milem, Berger, and Dey, (2000), indicates that there was a
significant increase of faculty time invested in research during the time-period between 1972
and 1992. Finally, the cumulative value of faculty research among U.S. institutions can be
illustrated by comparison to other higher educational institutions throughout the world.
Giroux (2006), citing a recent study conducted at Shanghai Jiao Tong University, observes
that the United States has 80% of the top 20 most prestigious research universities, and
approximately 70% of the top fifty. These four observations about the importance of research
as assessed through tenure policy, faculty pay, time-allocation and the world-wide prestige of
U.S. research universities clearly illustrate that faculty research is a highly valued endeavor
among U.S. higher educational institutions.
Implications of Faculty Research on Undergraduate
Instruction, Retention, and Success
Some potential problems arising from the importance given to research through
tenure criteria can be discerned with regards to undergraduate instruction, retention and
success. Tenuring systems can impact undergraduate retention and success when faculty
research overrides faculty instruction. In the 1960s, Weeks (1962) stated:
The faculty member who receives a grant to do a specific type of research, or
who enters into an agreement for contract research, is going to devote his
energies wholeheartedly to this purpose. If he has a teaching assignment, it is
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likely to be given second place. (p. 46)
Weeks’ observations suggest that quality of instruction can falter when institutions of higher
learning mismanage their values and pursue objectives that diverge from undergraduate
education. A decade later, Perkins (1972) observed: “… the complex needs of the modern
university and the lack of any overall organizational doctrine to embrace both the teaching
and research functions has seriously weakened the organizational spine of the university” (p.
687). Perkins’s observation suggests that the teaching and research missions alone were
already becoming taxing for faculty during the early 1970s.
Subsequent studies on tenure confirm this point of view. Li-Ping Tang and
Chamberlain (1997), for example, observed in the 1990s about faculty attitudes toward
teaching and research:
Faculty members… are less inclined to agree with the mission of the
university that both teaching and research are essential parts of their jobs.
They believe that they have not been rewarded for their teaching activities.
Further, they believe that they enjoy teaching, that research interferes with
teaching, and that they should be required to do either teaching or research,
but not both. (p. 224)
Li-Ping Tang and Chamberlain’s remarks also reveal a conflict between faculty teaching and
research. This conflict may also explain why some researchers have observed that faculty
experience difficulties with keeping their commitment to student office hours (Newton &
Gutmann, 1979). The prior background suggests that different priorities arising from the
institutionalizing of research and teaching in faculty tenure appear to create a conflict
between the roles faculty play in higher educational institutions.
Though it may not appear unreasonable to expect faculty to simultaneously both
engage in teaching and conduct research, a study conducted by Fairweather (2002) reveals
that faculty who can satisfy both of these expectations are more an exception than the rule.
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“The small percentage of faculty in all types of 4-year institutions who achieved high levels
of output in both research and teaching,” Fairweather observes, “belies the common belief
that each faculty member can achieve both simultaneously” (p. 43). Fairweather then
concludes: “Formal personnel policies for tenure-track faculty that presume simultaneous
productivity in research and teaching often do not adequately reflect the difficulty in
achieving such a mix” (p. 44).
Given Fairweather’s observations concerning faculty difficulties in fulfilling both
teaching and research, it is not surprising to find that faculty stress has been a topic of
interest among researchers in higher education (see, for examples, Jacobs & Winslow, 2004;
Lee & Phillips, 2006; Gmelch, Wilke, & Lovrich, 1986). In a study conducted by Gmelch,
Lovrich, and Wilke (1984), faculty reported teaching, research, and service as stressful
activities, with teaching the most stress intensive. However, other scholar’s observations
document that faculty stress is induced not only through work-related issues, but also by the
faculty’s personal life (Kellogg, 2006),
It is also not surprising, then, to find that work-related stress is negatively related
with faculty satisfaction (Baltimore, 1992; Olsen, 1993), and, subsequently, with turnover
intent (Barnes, Agago, & Coombs, (1998; Agago, 1996). In a broader context, though,
faculty turnover intent can be influenced by other factors beyond work-related stress, such as
the faculty’s personal life and alternative job opportunities among other reasons (see, for
examples, Bachman, 1968; Daly & Dee, 2006; Hagedorn (2000); Rosser, 2004, 2005;
Johnsrud & Rosser, 2002; Zhou & Volkwein, 2004). Faculty turnover is pertinent to the
study of undergraduate retention and success because faculty turnover may not only
influence faculty work morale and performance, but also lead to the loss of faculty who are

49

instrumental in supporting the retention and success of undergraduate students. However, in
what manner and to what extent faculty turnover influences undergraduate retention and
success appears to be an important area of further research.
Relationships between Faculty Research and Faculty Instruction
The prior discussions on faculty instruction and research suggest that university
research may adversely influence faculty teaching performance. Oddly enough, during the
early 20th Century, the argument was made that research productivity could actually enhance
teaching effectiveness (Dwight et al. 1900). Two positions resulted from this argument: one
asserted that research productivity and teaching quality shared a positive relationship; and
the other that research and teaching were negatively related (Bresler, 1968). Research tested
these two assumptions, asking the question: Does research productivity increase or decrease
teaching quality? But the conclusions suggested that there was no relationship between the
two (Hayes, 1971; Feldman 1987; Braxton, 1996). Hattie and Marsh’s (1996) meta-analysis,
involving 58 studies, confirmed this conclusion. Findings that faculty research productivity
does not adversely impact faculty instruction then suggest a potential incongruity in the
literature on these topics.
An Apparent Contradiction
Thus far, some studies on the impact of research on teaching lead to the following
conclusions:
• Faculty have difficulty in fulfilling both teaching and research (Fairweather, 2002;
Gmelch, Lovrich, and Wilke, 1984).
• Research appears to be a top priority among many types of four-year institutions of
higher learning (Bowker and Lynch, 1984; Fairweather, 1993; Fairweather &
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Rhoads, 1995; Hayes, 1971; Lewellan Kasten, 1984; Koplik & Welsh, 1993; Li-Ping
Tang & Chamberlain, 1997; Salthouse, McKeachie, & Lin, 1978).
• Faculty emphasis on research does not impact teaching performance either positively
or negatively (Braxton, 1996; Feldman, 1987; Hattie and Marsh, 1996; Hayes, 1971;
Noser, Manakyan, and Tanner (1996).
Taken at face value, these three conclusions suggest an incongruity between the
different assessments of faculty performance in teaching and research. If the norm is that
faculty have difficulties in fulfilling both the teaching and research missions, and research is
given priority, then it necessarily follows that the teaching mission would suffer. Implicit in
this observation is also the assumption that if teaching suffers, then the retention and success
of undergraduates will also suffer. However, these conclusions are subject to further
research. In proposing the integrative model of student departure, Chapter Five will further
discuss these lines of inquiry.
Thus far, the arguments for further research on the impact of academic freedom and
tenure on undergraduate teaching, retention, and success have been advanced. However, the
influence that teaching has on undergraduate retention and success has not been expounded.
The following sections pursue these lines of inquiry.
Relationships between Undergraduate Instruction, Retention and Success
The impact of teaching on undergraduate retention and success would benefit from
some rigorous exploration. The only empirical study this research was able to find
concerning class instruction and undergraduate retention was conducted by Langbein and
Snider (1999). These scholars connected two separate bodies of literature that had not been
associated prior to their research: the literature on college students' class instruction ratings;
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and the literature on undergraduate retention. Langbein and Snider recorded approximately
2,890 observations concerning course evaluations and undergraduate retention over a period
of four semesters. They observed that poorly-rated classes experienced a significant
reduction in the probability of retaining students when compared with mid-rated courses.
Although the Langbein and Snider study does indicate possible relationships between
undergraduate instruction and student retention, the study was conducted at a private
university and would need to be replicated at public-sector universities to confirm its claims.
Tinto (2006) raises the following three problems that can be linked to instructional
quality and student retention within 21st-century higher educational institutions. First:
Faculty are not normally trained to teach and there is an absence of faculty support and
development in this area. Second: Faculty incentive systems that focus on research
undervalue faculty instruction. And third: Institutions of higher learning normally assign the
least experienced and least well-paid faculty to teach the lower division courses, especially
those required for most incoming freshmen, which incidentally, Tinto considers critical for
student retention. Although Tinto recommended placing more experienced faculty in lower
division courses to increase student retention, he recognized that the possible beneficial
effects of this change on increasing student retention still need to be empirically verified.
Following Tinto’s lead, this chapter then observes that studies might also explore
whether placing faculty who are more experienced and successful at teaching in lowerdivision courses might also have beneficial effects on both undergraduate retention and
success. However, it is recognizable that teaching assistants and adjunct instructors can also
influence the quality of instruction at public universities. But, for simplicity’s sake, this
research will keep its focus on the impact that faculty have on undergraduate instruction, and
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subsequently, on undergraduate retention and success. The following section further explores
the research in and establishment of, “best practices” in undergraduate education and the
impact of those practices on student retention and success.
Best Practices in Undergraduate Education
Many scholarly publications in 20th- and 21st-century higher education indicate an
absence of what might be called “best practices” in undergraduate education. The term, best
practices in undergraduate education, then refers to the most beneficial practices that have
proven to be successful in the teaching of undergraduate students. The term, “best practices,”
as used in this research, does not mean that those practices are infallible, but rather implies
that there may be bad, good, and better ways of teaching undergraduates in the classroom.
“Best practices,” as applied here, also suggests that undergraduate education may differ by
contextual factors such as academic discipline, course content, class size, and/or student
background, which can also include the students’ demographic characteristics and academic
abilities.
Bloom (1956), a renowned scholar in educational research, then presents a taxonomy
of six educational objectives that offer a holistic framework to teaching and learning and thus
can provide a starting point to the conceptualization of best practices in undergraduate
education. The six educational objectives are: knowledge, comprehension, application,
evaluation, analysis, and synthesis. Assuming that Bloom’s teaching and learning objectives
are exhaustive, and that they apply to undergraduates of different academic abilities and
demographic backgrounds and in different educational disciplines, i.e. history, mathematics,
economics etc., some questions to ask are: What are the best teaching practices to develop or
reinforce the students’ knowledge, comprehension, application, evaluation, analysis, and
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synthesis, among different student populations and in different disciplines? Will the teaching
methods to achieve the six educational objectives be the same or different depending on the
students’ academic abilities, demographic characteristics, and field of study? If the teaching
methods differ, in what manner do they differ? Are some methods better than others? And
why? However, answers to these questions appear to be absent in the literature. Although
some studies such as the one conducted by Pascarella, Wolniak, Cruce, & Blaich, (2004)
suggest the existence of best practices because they observed that liberal arts colleges
evidenced stronger positive impacts on a broad range of empirically vetted good practices in
undergraduate education than did either research universities or regional institutions” (p. 57),
such practices have yet to be proven “best” among different higher educational institutions.
This research does not either endorse or oppose the notion of “best practices in
undergraduate education.” Rather, it attempts to challenge the empirical research skills of
individuals who may argue for the presence or absence of “best practices” in undergraduate
education. Until the efficacy of “best practices in undergraduate education” is proved or
disproved through the empirical process, any arguments for or against the concept of “best
practices” would be simply conjectural or axiomatic. If researchers find that there are best
practices in undergraduate education, then such practices can be used as independent
variables to predict undergraduate retention and undergraduate success as dependent
variables. But if best practices have no efficacy, or researchers do not find best practices in
undergraduate education, then linkages between teaching and undergraduate success and
retention may be in question and subsequently difficult to prove.
An additional problem that may surface with the instituting of best practices in
undergraduate education is that academic freedom may either support or reject the adoption
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of such practices. Hypothetically speaking, if educational research establishes best practices
in undergraduate education through substantive empirical studies, the doctrines of academic
freedom and autonomy would still give faculty discretion to either accept or reject such
principles. If best practices in undergraduate education became prescribed at higher
educational institutions, the faculty’s discretionary autonomy to accept or reject these
principled approaches might make them difficult to implement.
The Field of Educational Research
By the mid-1950s, some factors that had been studied in the education of
undergraduate students were: organization of instructional materials (Kelly, 1951); faculty
personality and manner of teaching (Stewart, 1952); pedagogy or methods of instruction
(Wispe, 1953); social climate in the classroom (Robbins, 1952); task versus student
orientations (Bovard, 1951); class size (Husband, 1951); learning objectives and their
relation to methods of instruction (Bloom, 1953); and televised course instruction (Husband,
1954). Though the previous list of research may be impressive to some, the following
observations concerning educational research question the practical worth of some of these
studies.
Bloom (1966) conducted an appraisal on educational research literature dating back
25 years as of the mid-1960s. Bloom observes that a rapid increase in federal funding of
educational research and development took place during the early 1960s. According to
Bloom, an increased interest in educational research was taken by disciplines such as
psychology, sociology, anthropology, and economics. He also notes that in a period of 25
years, approximately 70,000 titles were listed in the Review of Education. However, out of
these studies, Bloom regards approximately 70 as substantive to the field of educational
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research. He attributed this gap between theory and practice in educational research to
various factors such as inadequate time dedicated to conducting research; a lag in the
distribution of educational research publications; a lack of synergy between scholars
studying educational phenomena; and problems with research methods. Though some
scholars may argue that Bloom’s observations regarding the progress of educational research
are questionable and outdated, subsequent publications in higher education suggest that
current theory and practice in the field of undergraduate education have not fared better.
Beyond the 1960s, the literature on undergraduate education suggests that advances
in educational research and its influence on best practices in undergraduate education are
inconclusive and/or controversial at best (see, for examples, Bassis, 1986; Evenbeck &
Kahn, 2001; Bowker, McFerrin & Lynch 1987; Carroll, 1980; Colbeck, 2002; Hearn &
Holdsworth, 2002; Hutchings, Bjork, & Babb, 2002; Kember & McKay, 1996; Kropp, 1973;
Kozma, 1985; Lovell-Troy, 1989; McGee, 1985; McKinney, 2006; Popham, 1974; Sacken,
1990; Tinto, 1997; Weiss, Cosbey, Habel, Hanson, & Larsen, 2002). Although many of these
studies advanced the results of their investigations of undergraduate instruction, there was
insufficient further research to substantiate these investigations and the results remained
inconclusive or controversial. The state of affairs concerning undergraduate instruction
among public universities during the mid-1960s, therefore, was that, “If dynamic and
forward-looking arrangements [were] not made immediately to provide for instructional
needs at the undergraduate level during the [following] decade, the whole system of
American higher education [was expected to] be in great jeopardy” (Horner, 1966, p. 94).
Approximately four years later, Shugrue (1970) emphasized that undergraduate educational
research was still inconclusive because different priorities precluded its development and
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because it was difficult to evaluate. He commented that: “Despite the call for relevance from
students [concerning the need for qualified undergraduate instructors], departments continue
to reward scholarly publication more regularly and more highly than effective teaching
and/or pedagogical research, in part because they do not know how to evaluate the latter
two” (p. 250).
Horner’s and Shugrue’s observations may help to explain the increasing calls for
further accountability in 21st-century undergraduate education. As Shavelson (2007)
observes:
Over the past 35 years, the public, as well as state and federal policy makers,
have increasingly pressured higher education to create a culture of evidence
and, specifically, to account for student learning. While virtually all states
report on collegiate learning using proxies (e.g., graduation rates), colleges
and universities are now being asked to assess learning directly. (p. 26)
Shavelson’s observations suggest not only that undergraduate instruction has been evaluated
obliquely (i.e., by using graduation rates as proxy for teaching evaluations); but that teaching
practices and their accountability and assessment may be dealt with haphazardly at some
institutions of higher learning. In a recent study on faculty instruction, Wright (2006) then
observes:
In a manner similar to a hectic avenue, each faculty member in a research
university travels on a particular instructional pathway, some with ‘vehicles’
(e.g., techniques, expertise, and commitments) that are more efficient than
others are. In many cases, each professor travels in isolation, relying upon
his/her own ideas and guesses about what works in the classroom… (p. 348)
An absence of principled practices in undergraduate instruction
Wright’s remarks suggest the virtual absence of principled practices in undergraduate
instruction at higher educational institutions in the 21st Century. The prior discussion on
educational research and practice in this chapter then also substantiates the fact that the
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impact of “best practices” on undergraduate student retention and success has not been
studied or tested. This would also suggest that the impact those practices have on
undergraduate retention and success remain unexplored.
Thus far, this thesis has proposed some areas of research in undergraduate retention
and success, such as admissions and financial aid policies (Chapter Two) and faculty
academic freedom and tenure (Chapter Three). However, what has not been addressed is how
the previous areas of research align with student retention theory. Chapter Four will address
this topic.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Theoretical Perspectives on Student Retention
Chapter Four addresses theoretical perspectives on student retention and their
implications for proposed solutions to student departure. The chapter has three parts. The
first differentiates student persistence from student departure; the second articulates three
conceptual barriers to understanding why students leave higher educational institutions; and
the third then concludes the chapter by integrating perspectives from Chapters 2 and 3 to
address some of the existent gaps in the study of student departure. Although the following
sections do not explicitly address factors affecting student success, some portions of this
chapter may also imply its relevance to this area of research interest.
Student Retention
Reiterating from Chapter One, student retention refers to the persistence of students.
Implicit in this view is also the notion that student retention exists on a continuum between
low and high levels of student persistence and that persistence has also its dualistic opposite,
student departure. Student persistence and student departure also appear to share a reciprocal
relationship because as student persistence increases, student departure decreases and vise
versa.
Student persistence then deals with understanding why students stay within collegiate
institutions or higher education. Conversely, student departure, also known as student
attrition, concerns itself with understanding why students leave particular colleges or
universities or leave higher education entirely. However, most, if not all of student retention
research does not draw basic distinctions between student persistence and student departure
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(see, for examples, Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Cabrera, Nora &
Castaneda, 1993; Metz, 2004; Tinto, 1975, 1993).
A problem that may surface from not distinguishing student persistence research from
student departure research is a falsely dichotomized viewpoint of the causes and cures of
student departure as the latter part of this chapter will illustrate. To prevent potentially
erroneous conclusions about student retention, this chapter and thesis then does distinguish
student departure from student persistence and also emphasizes the former phenomenon as
its main area of focus. Although this chapter primarily deals with the many factors that can
impede the retention of undergraduates, some portion of this research can also imply that
those same factors can impede undergraduate success.
The fundamental distinction this chapter attempts to make between student departure
research and student persistence research parallels the different focuses between basic and
applied research. Basic research as used here is research that places emphasis on
understanding the phenomena in its actual form and applied research is research that is
directed to understand how to alter the phenomena in question. In other words, student
departure research can be viewed as basic research because the focus is to understand the
phenomena of student attrition in its actual form, and student persistence research can be
viewed as applied research because its focus would be to understand how to alter student
attrition, presumably to decrease its existence. The following definition provided by the
National Science Foundation then illustrates the focus of basic research as it applies here:
Basic research is that type of research directed towards increase of knowledge
in science. It is research where the primary aim of the investigator is a fuller
knowledge or understanding of the subject under study, rather than a practical
application thereof (Kidd, 1959, P. 369).

60

Following this definition of basic research, then, the focus of this chapter and thesis is
to obtain a fuller knowledge or understanding of the problem of student departure. Implicit in
this stance for studying student departure is the assumption that prior to attempting to fix
problems with student persistence; to understand exactly what those problems are becomes
imperative.
Three Conceptual Barriers
The current state of affairs with student departure research suggests evident barriers
to its subsequent contribution to applied research, or research that attempts to reduce student
attrition. Undergraduate student departure has been researched since at least the early 20th
century (see Summerskill, 1962). Although much research on student departure has been
done since this time (Bean, 1980, 1982, 1983; Berry & Jones, 1956; Bloom and Webster
1960; Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Eckland, 1964; Glynn, Sauer, & Miller
2005; Grace, 1957; Hermanowicz, 2006; Herzog, 2005; Ishitani, 2006; Metz, 2004; Okun,
Benin, & Brandt-Williams, 1996; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983; Patrick, 2001; Fox, 1986;
Skelton, 1959; Slocum, 1956; Snyder, 1940; Spady, 1970, 1971; Tinto, 1975, 1988, 1993;
White & Mosely, 1995), Little empirical research exists to shed light on how to reduce its
occurrence (Barefoot, 2004; Tinto, 1982, 2006; Titus, 2006). The following sections then
reveal three barriers obscuring the conceptualization of student departure and which are also
presumed to further obstruct the subsequent identification of researched practices presumed
to reduce undergraduate attrition.
Misrepresenting the Problem
The problem of student departure can be misrepresented when different factors in
student attrition are lumped under the same category. It is not uncommon to find academic
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dismissals, temporary dropouts, permanent dropouts, transfers, and/or dismissals all mixed in
the same category (Boyer & Michael, 1965; Eaton and Bean, 1995; Munro, 1981; Pantages
& Creedon, 1978; Tinto, 1982, 1993). For this reason, failure to distinguish different student
departure types within the statistics provided by higher educational institutions can
misrepresent the reasons why students leave and also overestimate the overall student
attrition in higher education (Tinto, 1975).
Distinguishing Core Factors
It can be difficult to distinguish core factors in student departure when there are many
variables that influence its occurrence. Pantages and Creedon (1978) then summarized the
findings of over 100 student attrition research studies carried out over a 25-year period and
classified them into the following categories: academic matters, financial difficulties, lack of
motivation, personal considerations, military service, full-time work, and dissatisfaction with
college. Other factors that can influence student departure beyond those noted by Pantages
and Creedon are: student commitment (Hackman, 1970); classman status (Kohen, Nestel, &
Karmas, 1978); chosen major (Leppel, 2001), mental health (Gerdes & Mallinckrodt, 1994),
substance abuse (Bergen-Cico, 2002); and institutional expenditures (Ryan, 2004).
In addition, some student attrition research also focuses on specific student
populations that are susceptible to dropout from higher educational institutions. These
include: first-generation students (Billson and Terry, 1982); low-income students (Stanfiel,
1973); students with disabilities (Belch, 2004); and non-traditional students (Bean &
Metzner, 1985). First generation students are students neither of whose parents completed a
four-year degree; low-income students have a family taxable income below poverty level;
students with disabilities have permanent physical, emotional, or mental impairments which
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can notably limit one or more of the students’ life activities; and non-traditional students are
older adults, usually 24 years or above, with more life-responsibilities than the typical
college freshman. Other student populations that have been considered at risk to drop out, by
racial or ethnic criteria, are: African American (Flowers, 2004); Hispanic (Hernandez &
Lopez, 2004); and Native Americans (Belgrade & Lore (2003). However, some student
attrition research has even focused on the departure process among the “academic elite”
(Hermanowicz, 2006).
Research that uses different student background characteristics to explain
undergraduate departure, however, often fails to distinguish how the differing backgrounds
of specific students influence their different reasons for leaving the institutions. For example,
it would be expected that the departure reasons of low-income students, non-traditional
students, and academically successful students would be different. Presumably, low-income
students may leave for academic and/or financial reasons; non-traditional students may leave
because of factors related to work and/or family; and academically successful students would
be expected to leave for reasons that do not pertain to their academic performance. Similarly,
if ethnic groups such as African Americans, Hispanics, and Native Americans are prone to
dropout, it would be important to consider if there are any similarities or differences to their
departures from the institutions. For example: Are the reasons behind the departures of
African Americans, Hispanics, and Native Americans similar (e.g. related to family and
personal income, level of parental education, student academic under-performance)? And if
the departure reasons of these student populations are different, how do they differ? And for
what reasons? Answers to questions such as these remain unanswered in student departure
research. Moreover, students with disabilities have participated in higher education, to
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differing extents, for more than a century (Belch, 2004). Despite this fact, formal studies
which assess why students with disabilities leave higher educational institutions appear to be
absent. Although educated guesses can be made about the reasons behind the departure
decisions of students with disabilities, i.e. academic under-performance due to limitations
linked with disability, lack of access to classrooms and/or instructional materials, factors in
their personal lives etc., these reasons appear not yet supported by empirical studies. The
above multiplicity of factors also suggests that single dichotomous paradigms assessing the
phenomena of student departure may be ill-suited to diagnose problems with student
retention, or to prescribe remedies to those problems.
Consolidating the Factors
Assuming that core factors can be distinguished from among the multiplicity of
variables influencing student attrition, special challenges can arise when attempting to
consolidate those factors into models of student departure. Reiterating from Chapter One, a
model can be viewed as a schema, comprised of multiple and interrelated constructs, that
further seeks to understand the presence or absence of a given phenomenon. When
conceptualizing student departure as the absence of student persistence, models of student
departure would then ideally seek to understand the factors impeding student persistence
(e.g., the absence of the phenomenon), as opposed to the factors promoting student
persistence (e.g., the presence of the phenomenon).
During the 1960’s, scholars then expressed concerns with the absence of theoretical
models that could encapsulate the large body of previous findings on student departure
(Bean, 1982). As already noted, studies in student attrition date back at least to 1913
(Summerskill, 1962), and over one hundred studies were conducted between 1950 and 1975
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(Pantages and Creedon, 1978). According to Tinto (1975), the development of models in
student departure is attributed to the work of William Spady (1970, 1971). Since Spady
introduced his sociological model, other research perspectives of student departure have also
been proposed. However, some of these research perspectives can be construed as onedimensional, while others are more multi-dimensional. The following are some of the
research perspectives on student departure advanced thus far.
Research Perspectives on Student Departure
The economic perspective on student departure assumes that a student’s decision to
leave may be influenced by the student’s cost/benefit analysis (Tinto, 1975). The
anthropological perspective, on the other hand, assumes that a student’s decision to leave
may involve the transition from pre-collegiate membership (i.e., family and friends etc.), to
the student’s membership in a higher educational institution (Tinto, 1988). Psychological
perspectives then assume that a student’s decision to leave may be influenced by personality,
attitudes/emotions, beliefs, intentions, and/or behaviors (Bandura, 1997; Bean, 1985; Gerdes
& Mallinckrodt, 1994; Grace, 1957); although they sometimes can also assume that a
student’s departure decision can be influenced by both psychological and sociological factors
(Bogdan and Bean, 1996). The cultural perspective assumes that students’ decisions to leave
particular institutions of higher learning are influenced by the institution’s social climate
(Kuh, 2001); while the sociological perspective suggests that the student’s background and
experiences with the academic and social structures of higher educational institutions are the
primary factors in their departure decisions (Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975). Finally, the
organizational perspective assumes that a student’s decision to leave may be influenced by
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interactions with the organizational structures and external environments of the higher
educational institutions (Bean, 1983).
Three Cross-Disciplinary Theoretical Viewpoints
Beyond the above disciplinary viewpoints, Giddens’ (1984) describes three crossdisciplinary perspectives that can be used to identify the two basic constituents in
constructing models of student retention: structure and human agency. The structuralist
perspective, also sometimes referred to as functionalist, contends that structure supersedes
human agency and free-will. Structuralists, then, would emphasize the institutional structures
of colleges and universities as key determinants of student retention. The hermeneutic
perspective, also known as the interpretivist perspective, emphasizes the role of subjective
human agency over structure. Hermeneutic or interpretivist scholars would then emphasize
student choice over institutional structures as a key factor in student retention. Finally, the
structuration perspective postulates that institutional structures and free-will share a
reciprocal relationship. Structuration theorists might then argue that student retention is
determined by both institutional structures and student choice. The structuration framework,
then, would comprehend the previous disciplinary research perspectives, i.e., economic,
anthropological, sociological etc., in considering both institutional structures and student
choice as basic constituents of models of student retention.
Of the previously noted disciplinary perspectives on student departure, the Tinto
(1975) model has been the most studied, tested, and critiqued, and has been indexed in more
than 775 citations (Braxton & Hirschy, 2005). The following section then elaborates on the
assumptions about student departure built into the Tinto model.

66

Tinto’s Longitudinal Model of Drop-Out
Though Tinto (1975) developed his model of student dropout after Durkheim’s
(1961) theory of suicide, he acknowledged that Spady (1970) was the first researcher to
adapt this theory to the drop-out process. Durkheim identified four types of suicide:
altruistic, anomic, fatalistic, and egotistical. The most relevant type for Tinto’s model of
student departure is Durkheim’s “egotistical suicide.”
Durkheim (1961) indicated that an individual’s decision to commit suicide may be
influenced by insufficient levels of integration to the moral and social fabric of society. Tinto
(1975), drawing a parallel with Durkheim’s work, postulated that a student’s decision to
leave could be influenced by insufficient levels of integration within the academic and social
structures of the higher educational institution. Academic integration relates to grades and
intellectual development, and social integration is associated with peer and/or faculty
interactions. Tinto also assumed that Durkheim’s theory, on its own, would be insufficient to
predict the likelihood of student departure. He recognized that students of particular
backgrounds may be more susceptible to dropout than others. The Tinto model then assumes
that the student’s background characteristics and/or integration into the academic or social
domains and structures of the educational institution are important influences on student
departure.
Tinto (1975) further envisioned that a student’s background characteristics and/or
insufficient academic or social integration to the institution’s social structure could
compromise two underlying commitments: commitment to the institution and commitment to
graduate. Tinto then made the following assumptions about the drop-out process at higher
educational institutions. First, a student’s background characteristics can shape their initial
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commitment to stay within and graduate from the institution of enrollment, or, conversely,
can influence the student’s drop-out decision. Second, beyond these background
considerations, a student may decide to drop out of the enrolled institution or from higher
education as a whole because of insufficient integration into the academic structure. Third,
students with low levels of integration into the institution’s social structure may experience
low commitment and leave college to pursue alternative activities. Fourth, it is possible even
for students who are integrated into the academic structure to drop out due to lacking social
integration. Fifth, Tinto further argued that it was even possible for students to be too much
integrated into the social structure, and, consequently, to neglect the students’ academic
responsibilities and subsequently drop out. Because the Tinto model primarily addresses
voluntary student departure, and also makes reference to the institutions’ academic and social
structures, it does, to some extent, appear to meet the basic criteria of human agency and
structure necessary for a model of student departure, but more will be said concerning these
attributes of the Tinto model in the following sections.
A controversial and problematic aspect of the Tinto (1975) model of student attrition
is that it promotes student integration within the social and academic domains as the solution
to the problem of student dropout. Because this chapter exclusively focuses on factors that
can cause the problem of student departure, those features of the Tinto model that propose
solutions to student departure will be temporarily ignored. Tinto also acknowledges that a
student’s decision to leave may be influenced by external factors outside the institution of
higher education. But Tinto’s (1975) model deemphasizes external factors on student
departure and instead emphasized academic and social integration, or the lack thereof, as
both the problem and solution to student attrition.
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Validation of the Tinto Model
To differing degrees, the propositions relating to social and academic integration
within the Tinto model have been validated throughout the literature (see, for examples,
Braxton, Milem, & Sullivan, 2000; Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Fox, 1986;
Munro, 1981; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979; Pascarella & Chapman, 1983). A comprehensive
analysis conducted by Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997), then, identifies 13 propositions
in the Tinto (1974) model, and indicates that only 5 out of the 13 propositions had been
empirically substantiated. However, even these 5 propositions apply to the persistence of
students, and, for this reason, deviate from the focus of this chapter on student departure.
Problems with the Model
Several problems associated with the perspective and application of the Tinto (1975)
model can be identified. First, the Tinto (1975) model of student attrition captioned “Tinto’s
Longitudinal Model of Dropout” (p. 95), contains a noticeable incongruity, as a model of
student departure that simultaneously makes claims about student persistence. If the Tinto
model is about student dropout, it would be expected to exclusively address student attrition;
but the model also makes claims about student persistence. This may explain why
researchers such as Eaton and Bean (1996) make the following claims about the Tinto model:
Tinto (1975) developed a sociological model of student retention that
informed many later studies. This model indicated that student persistence
was related to the degree to which students were integrated into a college's
social and academic communities. Social interaction with faculty members
and peers contributed to social integration while grade performance and
intellectual development led to academic integration. Successful integration
led to further commitment to the institution and to academic goals, thus
contributing to a student's persistence. (p. 617)
This perhaps unintentional oversight in student attrition models that simultaneously claim to
explain student retention can also be observed in the Bean (1985) model, entitled “Student
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Drop-out Syndrome,” which has been coupled with the Tinto (1975) model to explain
student persistence (see Cabrera, Castaneda, Nora, & Hengstler, 1992; Cabrera, Nora &
Castaneda, 1993; Metz, 2004).
The incongruity of these models, which simultaneously claim to understand the
problem of, and find solutions to student attrition, can perhaps be discerned through their
systematic conclusions about the causes and cures of student departure. Systematic research
methodologies would then suggest that investigations of student departure should ideally be
conducted before arriving at decisions about solutions for student retention. Presumably,
when core influences to student departure have first been isolated and empirically
substantiated, researchers can then conduct independent studies which seek proposed
solutions to the problems identified and further examine their effects on reducing student
attrition. However, models of student departure like Tinto’s (1975) and Bean’s (1985) do not
appear to follow such an ideal research protocol.
Although Tinto (2006) does not acknowledge the existence of a false dichotomy in
his 1975 model, he does admit the existence of a problematic distinction between student
departure and student retention when he observes that “Leaving is not the mirror image of
staying. Knowing why students leave does not tell us, at least not directly, why students
persist” (p. 6). Oddly enough, The Tinto model assumes that either students are academically
and/or socially integrated, or they are not; and that they leave if they are not integrated. If the
students’ lack of integration is assumed to influence student departure, this presupposes that
the solution to student departure must be for students to become integrated into the academic
and social structures of higher educational institutions. In fact, in his 1993 book, Leaving
College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures of Student Attrition, Tinto confirms this
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conclusion (see, also, Braxton & Mundy, 2001). One of the solutions Tinto prescribes to cure
student attrition is a commitment to the integration of all students into the academic and
social communities of higher educational institutions. This thesis, however, does not
subscribe to the notion that dichotomies are always ineffective to addressing undergraduate
departure, but rather that models including multiple dichotomies may be more
comprehensive in addressing the phenomena than those that have fewer dichotomies. The
Tinto (1975) model only includes two sets of dichotomies identified as academic integration
and social integration, and for this reason those constructs may be insufficient to addressing
undergraduate departure and persistence.
The problem with prescribing academic and social integration as a panacea for
student departure is that this remedy may not help to solve other problems faced by students.
For example: If students work full-time, have financial difficulties and families to take care
of, and therefore are at risk to drop out from college, will academic and social integration
help students alleviate problems associated with work, finances, or family? Though these
may not be common problems for students who enter college directly from high school, these
situations are not atypical for non-traditional students (see, for examples, Bean & Metzner,
1985; Cubeta, Travers, & Sheckley, 2000; Lundberg, 2003). Moreover, some students such
as African Americans (Flowers, 2004), Hispanics (Hernandez & Lopez, 2004), and Native
Americans (Belgrade & Lore, 2003) appear to experience problems with cultural
incompatibility in higher educational institutions. Tinto (1993), in recommending that all
students integrate to the academic and social domains, assumes that all students are
compatible with U.S. higher education culture, which can be influenced by European and
Anglo-Sexton ideals (see also Chapters Two and Three , in particular, the sections on
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selectivity, meritocracy, academic freedom, and tenure). For this reason, Tinto’s (1975,
1993) solution to the drop-out problem then becomes limited as applied to other student
populations such as non-traditional and minority students. Further, Tinto’s model may be
problematic for students who are not interested in integrating with the existing culture of
higher educational institutions.
Second, Tinto (1975) appears to emphasize his sociological perspective at the
expense of ignoring the contributions of other disciplinary perspectives to the study of
student departure. For example, the Tinto model reveals that sociological factors such as the
academic and social structures of higher educational institutions are important factors in the
departure decisions of students. Eaton and Bean (1995) then observe that sociological
research on student persistence “places emphasis on the general socialization process in
college rather than on the attributes of the individual undergoing socialization” (p. 618). For
this reason, the Tinto (1975) model appears to ignore earlier student attrition models such as
Grace’s (1957) which emphasize psychological influences like the student’s personality on
student departure. In fact, Tinto (1993) appears to disapprove the psychological perspective
to student departure when he states: “Because it has largely ignored the impact context may
have on student behaviors, the psychological perspective does not provide a suitable model
of departure for either institutional research or institutional policy” (p. 85).
Although it may be true that the psychological or sociological disciplines, on their
own, may not be able to fully understand why students leave higher educational institutions,
Tinto does not encourage an interdisciplinary approach when he further states: “At the other
end of the spectrum from psychological theories are environmental theories of student
departure…” (p. 86). By establishing a distance between psychological and environmental
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theories of student departure, Tinto also creates a disparity like that between hermeneutic and
structuralist theories. As previously noted, both student choice or free agency and
institutional structure are basic criteria to construct models of student departure. If Grace’s
and other psychological perspectives offer valuable insight to understanding the phenomena
of student departure, then, ideally, Tinto’s model should also incorporate those elements if
attempting to arrive at a more holistic approach to student departure. This characteristic of
the Tinto model would then call into question whether or not it consolidates multiple factors
that can influence student attrition and whether actually incorporates both structure and
human agency as basic constituents of models of student departure.
Finally, Tinto’s (1975) prescriptions for social and academic integration may also be
problematic as practical solutions to student departure. In a recent publication, Tinto (2006)
recognizes that although his theoretical framework prescribes academic and social
integration as solutions for student retention, it does not inform practitioners as to how to
achieve these goals. Tinto states:
While it may be useful to theorists to know that academic and social
integration matter, that theoretical insight does not tell practitioners, at least
not directly, what they would do to achieve academic and/or social integration
in their particular setting. (p. 6)

Another significant factor that the Tinto (1975) model overlooks as a practical barrier
to the integration between faculty and students is faculty tenure policy. As Chapter Two
suggests, faculty tenure and promotion policies can change priorities on teaching and
research and therefore affect what Tinto (1993), in a later revision of his model, called the
students’ “integration to the academic domain” through “faculty and student interaction.”
Presumably, faculty can be encouraged to place more emphasis on their teaching duties and
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student relationships; but if tenure criteria place a high emphasis on “publish-or-perish,” it
would be expected that faculty would experience an increased distance between their
teaching roles and student relationships.
This is not to say, however, that changing faculty tenure policy would alleviate all the
problems associated with student departure. Chapter three also discussed additional factors
affecting student retention that the Tinto model does not address, such as student admissions.
The chapter observed that student attrition can be expected to be a greater problem at higher
educational institutions adopting open admissions, as opposed to selective admissions. The
Tinto model then fails to address that admissions policy may be a substantive factor affecting
undergraduate retention within individual higher educational institutions.
In brief, none of the perspectives on student departure covered thus far (i.e.,
economic, psychological, anthropological, cultural, organizational etc.) explicitly
incorporates institutional values and policies such as admissions, financial aid, academic
freedom, and tenure as influences to undergraduate retention and success within individual
higher educational institutions. By building upon the prior analysis of institutional values and
policies covered in Chapters Two and Three, as well as the subsequent discussion of student
retention research in this chapter, then, Chapter Five constructs an integrative model which
addresses the multidimensional factors that not only contribute to student departure, but can
also impede undergraduate student success.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Toward an Integrative Approach to Student Departure
Chapter One addressed the importance of both student success and student retention
in public higher education (also see Burke & Minassians, 2001; Ewell & Wellman, 2007;
Hearn, 2006; Hossler, 2000; Roman, 2007; Seidman, 2005; Tinto & Pusser, 2006; Titus,
2006). Chapter Four then also dealt with problems linked with student retention. But it did
not address, at least not explicitly, what factors can impede student success. Although both
student retention and student success have been researched for several decades (Neal et al.,
2007; Tinto, 1975); and the argument that student success could be complementary to student
retention has been made (Padilla, 1999); integrative models which converge both of these
areas of research appear to have not yet been considered.
The integrative model advanced in this chapter then attempts to converge student
retention and student success. Reiterating from Chapter One, student retention simply refers
to the persistence of students; and student success refers to the students’ performance of
collegiate responsibilities, intellectual development, and grade performance. This chapter,
however, does not seek to provide information on how to help undergraduates be successful
or how to retain them; rather, it is a precursor to the attainment of such values. It presupposes
that initiatives for improved undergraduate retention and success must take into account the
factors that can impede these outcomes.
The following sections then advance an integrative model of student departure, which
can be viewed as a schema that integrates complex factors impeding undergraduate retention
and success. As previously noted, the model contains generic properties that can be applied
to different types of post-secondary educational institutions, but the emphasis in this chapter
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and thesis will be on public universities. The model incorporates materials accumulated from
the prior chapters; however, this chapter will first draw attention to two dichotomous
categories of student departure which by inductive reasoning subsequently produce six
determinants of student departure. One of the dichotomous categories distinguishes voluntary
from involuntary student departure; and the other academic versus non-academic student
departure. These categories, when converged, generate four constructs of student departure:
voluntary/-academic, voluntary/non-academic, involuntary/academic, and involuntary/nonacademic. The convergence of the two dichotomous categories is illustrated in the following
matrix.
Generating the Four Constructs
Categories

Academic

Non-Academic

Voluntary

voluntary/academic

voluntary/non-academic

Involuntary

involuntary/academic

involuntary/non-academic

The prior matrix indicates that student departure can either be voluntary, as when
students choose to leave their institutions of enrollment; or else involuntary, as when the
institutions dismiss students. These different outcomes can also be related to the students’
academic performance; or else they can relate to factors outside the students’ academic
abilities. These dichotomous categories of student departure, when converged, generate the
four constructs identified within the matrix as: voluntary/academic, voluntary/non-academic,
involuntary/academic, and involuntary/non-academic. Further extrapolating from these four
constructs then yields six determinants that are presumed to impede undergraduate retention
and/or success. These determinants are: academic problems, system failures, external factors,
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academic failure, student misconduct, and wrongful action. The six determinants are
illustrated in the following diagram.
The six determinants presumed to influence student departure in the prior diagram are
derived from the four constructs by inductive reasoning (as opposed to being derived from
prior research and pre-determined hypotheses). Voluntary/academic student departure then
involves students choosing to leave an institution of higher learning due to academic
problems. Presumably, some students will choose to leave because they are under-academic
or marginal performers. In this respect, the construct, “academic problems,” is a determinant
that can not only lead to student departure, but also impede student success. This would also
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suggest that “student success,” as applied in the model, specifically refers to the student’s
academic performance. Beyond academic problems, there are also other determinants of
voluntary student departure that can be extrapolated from the voluntary/non-academic
construct within the matrix. Voluntary/non-academic student departure involves students
choosing to leave an institution of higher learning for reasons other than academic problems.
Presumably, students may choose to leave due to problems with the institution (system
failures), and/or due to factors outside the control of the institution (external factors). As the
use of the words, “and/or,” here suggests, the three determinants of voluntary student
departure are not mutually exclusive. Rather, the model indicates that there can be some
overlap between these three broad determinants of voluntary student departure: academic
problems, system failures, and/or external factors.
Involuntary academic student departure, on the other hand, involves students
dismissed by institutions due to academic failure. Institutions dismiss students because they
fail to meet minimal GPA requirements. In this respect, “academic failure” is a determinant
that can not only lead to involuntary student departure, but also presumably impede student
success. Beyond academic failure, there are other determinants in involuntary student
departure derived from the involuntary/non-academic construct. Involuntary/non-academic
student departure involves students dismissed from an institution of higher learning for
reasons other than academic failure. Presumably, the institutions either dismiss students due
to the student’s proven misbehavior (student misconduct); or they dismiss them wrongfully
(wrongful action). As the use of the words, “either/or,” would indicate here, the model
suggests the mutual exclusivity between the three broad determinants of involuntary student
departure: academic failure, student misconduct, and wrongful action. However, the
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subsequent sections of this chapter will illustrate complex relationships between the three
determinants of voluntary student departure and the determinants linked with involuntary
student departure.
These six determinants, then, can be used as a basic foundation for a model of student
departure. Other building blocks or constructs will, however, be required to establish a
stronger conceptual framework that incorporates the many interrelated factors impeding
undergraduate retention and success within public universities. This framework is illustrated
in the following diagram of the integrative model of student departure, which also draws
upon materials from the chapters discussed thus far.
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Model Description
The prior diagram of the integrative model of student departure is intended to convey
the complex web of relationships between the factors assumed to impede undergraduate
retention and success within higher educational institutions (inasmuch as they can reasonably
be conveyed visually). Because the schematic depiction of all the complex relationships
between the constructs within the diagram of model was not practical, some depictions were
subsequently omitted to avoid clutter.
The top vertical axis of the model will first be introduced by addressing the
interrelatedness between the constructs of values and policies, institutional management, and
goods and services; as followed by a description of the horizontal relationships between
academic problems, system failures, external factors, and psychosocial determinants. Exactly
how the constructs of the integrative model relate to each other and to the materials covered
in the prior chapters is further elaborated in the following sections.
Values and Policies
Values and policies, when viewed through the integrative model of student departure,
are institutional structures which form and constitute the essential foundation of higher
educational institutions. Presumably, without values and policies, administrators, faculty,
staff and students would have no goals to pursue; and without policies, individuals would
have no rules and guidelines to direct their course within the institutions. These observations
would then support the saliency of using values and policies within higher educational
institutions as core constructs linked with undergraduate retention and success.
This is not to say, however, that the model favors structuralist and determinist
views whereby individuals absolutely forfeit and relinquish their free-will by submitting to
81

institutionalized values and policies; nor does the model imply particular biases about
specific sets of values and policies adopted in higher education. Rather, the model assumes
that existent values and policies can govern the behaviors of administrators, faculty, staff,
and students; but it also assumes that these individuals are free agents who, in some
instances, can also refrain from acting on those values and policies, which values and
policies can be complementary, contradictory, or nullifying to the institutions’ objectives of
retaining or helping students be successful.
Reiterating from Chapter One, then, values are goals, objectives, and ideals; and
policies are rules. But it is also important to note that values and policies, as conceptualized
through this theoretical framework, refer to both informal and formal goal and rulestructures sanctioned by group members at micro and macro levels within higher educational
institutions. Chapter One through Chapter Three then addressed the following values that can
be found within four-year institutions of higher learning:
• Undergraduate retention and success (Ewell & Wellman, 2007; Roman, 2007)
• Access, affordability, and accountability (Miller, 2007; Russo, 2006)
• Teaching, research, and public service (Perkins, 1972; Porter, 2007)
• Faculty recruitment and faculty retention (Daly & Dee, 2006; Rosser, 2004).
Chapters Two and Three also addressed the following policies which can be found
among institutions of higher learning:
• Admissions (Gleason, 2005; Marble & Stick, 2004)
• Financial aid (Doyle, 2006; Mumper, 2003)
• Academic freedom and autonomy (Ivie, 2005; Scot, 2006)
• Tenure and promotion (Porter, 2007; Chait, 2001).
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Five Synergetic Aspects of Values and Policies
At least five synergetic aspects of values and policies are worthy of notice through
the integrative model. First, policies can also be characterized as values. Chapter Two
indicated that special interest groups value open admissions and need-based financial aid
policies (Mumper, 2003). Chapter Three observed that faculty value academic freedom and
tenure and promotion policies (Chait, 2001). Because students can value policies such as
admissions and financial aid, and faculty can value policies such as academic freedom and
tenure, policies can also be viewed as rules that are valued or idealized by particular
individuals within the institutions.
Second, some values can also be characterized as policies. Although accountability is
normally considered a value because it aligns with institutional objectives and ideals, it may
also be characterized as a policy. If the public places an expectation on institutional
accountability, then it becomes part of the institution’s values. However, accountability, in
itself, does not determine the rules for assessing and implementing accountability. But when
institutions of higher learning sanction measures for accountability, (e.g. student learning,
student, retention, graduation rates etc.), then accountability becomes policy, because these
measures denote a rule to which higher educational institutions must adhere in order to be
accountable.
Third, policies can sometimes influence the type of values and emphasis placed on
values within higher educational institutions. Chapter Two noticed how admissions policy
can determine the students who are allowed entrance (see Birdy, 1960; Potthoff, 1939); and
also observed that need-based versus merit-based financial aid policies can determine the
comparative value of which student populations (e.g., low-income versus academically
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successful students) are granted financial assistance in higher education (see Doyle, 2006;
Morris, 2007; Mumper, 2003). Moreover, Chapter Three also observed how tenure policy
can determine the comparative value of teaching versus research versus public service (see
also, for examples, Fairweather & Rhoads, 1995; Hayes, 1971; Lewellan Kasten, 1984;
Koplik & Welsh, 1993; Li-Ping Tang & Chamberlain, 1997; Salthouse, McKeachie, & Lin,
1978). Because policies such as admissions and financial aid can emphasize which students
are granted entrance and which students are offered financial aid; and policies such as tenure
can designate the emphasis placed on teaching, research, and public service, it necessarily
follows that some policies within higher educational institutions can influence values and
that some of those influences may be congruent, incongruent, or extraneous with the
institutional ideals of undergraduate retention and success. Although some research has
documented inconsistent values within higher educational institutions (Cohen, 1973;
McPherson, 1983; Tuckman & Chang, 1988; Leslie, 1972; Rhoades, 1983; Rupert &
Holmes, 1997), the impact that particular value conflicts and in congruencies have on
undergraduate retention and success need to be explored.
Fourth, policies and values can influence the culture within higher educational
institutions because higher educational culture can be viewed as an amalgamation of beliefs,
attitudes, and ideals tied to the values and policies upheld within post-secondary educational
institutions. Students, faculty, public citizens and government officials promote particular
value and policy structures within higher educational institutions because of the beliefs,
attitudes, and ideals they espouse or uphold; and it is through the convergence of these
beliefs and attitudes supporting particular values and policies that higher educational culture
can be understood. Kuh (2001) then defines higher educational culture as:
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the collective, mutually shaping patterns of institutional history, mission,
physical settings, norms, traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions
that guide the behavior of individuals and groups in an institution of higher
education and which provide a frame of reference for interpreting the
meanings of events and actions on and off campus (p. 24)
Neither the previous chapters nor the integrative model, however, suggest that the prior
listing of values and policies is exhaustive, because other values and policies within higher
educational culture may also be implied. But the discussion here will be limited to the values
and policies covered thus far.
Fifth, policies and values can also affect the psychosocial determinants occurring
between participants in higher education. Psychosocial determinants as viewed here are
cognitions, attitudes, motivation, emotions, dispositions, and/or behaviors induced by
external stimuli. Participants are students, faculty, staff, and administrators within higher
educational institutions. Policies and values can indirectly influence psychosocial
determinants occurring among participants because they can decide the students, faculty,
staff, and administrators who will interact within higher educational institutions and the rules
and ideals those individuals may implicitly or explicitly follow.
Chapter Two then observed that admissions policy can determine the students who
will be allowed entrance within higher educational institutions (see Bial & Rodriguez, 2007;
Webster (1980) and Chapter Three observed that tenure policy can determine the faculty who
will remain employed within higher educational institutions (see Beard, 1965; Chait, 2001).
Tenure policy can then indirectly affect psychosocial determinants between students and
faculty because the students can develop cognitions, attitudes, motivation, emotions,
dispositions, and/or behaviors induced by external stimuli such as the emphasis that tenure
places on teaching versus research. The expression among students that faculty are difficult
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to get a hold of because faculty are occupied with research is illustrative of the psychosocial
dynamics that can occur between students and faculty due to tenure policy. Admissions
policy can also indirectly affect psychosocial dynamics between faculty and students because
the faculty can develop and maintain cognitions, attitudes, motivation, emotions,
dispositions, and/or behaviors induced by external stimuli such as admissions policy
determining the level of college preparedness of students who are allowed entrance within
the institutions. The expression among faculty that higher educational institutions need to
recruit better students because the students are academically under-prepared is illustrative of
the psychosocial dynamics that can occur between faculty and students because of
admissions policy. The prior examples are not intended to be comprehensive of the effects
that policies and values can have on the psychosocial determinants among participants within
higher educational institutions, and for this reason, other policies and values may also be
considered. More will be said concerning psychosocial determinants in subsequent sections
of this chapter. Some of the synergetic aspects of values and policies noted above also
indicate the compatibility between the integrative model and other academic disciplines such
as the cultural, the psychological, and sociological.
Institutional Management
Higher educational values and policies can also influence institutional management.
Chapter One observed that universities employ administrators, who manage programs,
departments, colleges, or universities as a whole; and that those administrators are important
to the fulfillment of institutional values, goals, objectives, and ideals. Chapter One then
viewed management as organizational activities or processes which can include procuring of
funds, planning of values, recruiting and leading of employees, organizing of resources, and
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evaluating of performance. Although many functions have been ascribed to university
administrators, this research then selects these six functions because they are useful to
evaluate relationships between the work of university administrators and the fulfillment of
values such as undergraduate retention and success. However, the six functions are drawn
conjecturally because empirical research that substantiates the six functions or any other
administrative functions of university administrators in relation to student outcomes such as
undergraduate retention and success appears to be absent.
“The procuring of funds” as a managerial function is then borrowed from Stark,
Briggs, and Rowland-Poplawski’s (2002) work on university administrators. Four of the five
remaining managerial functions are adapted from Henri Fayol’s (1949) work on
management, originally published in 1916 as Administration industrielle et générale (Fells,
2000, p. 345). However, Fayol (1949) originally identified five managerial functions, which
are reduced to four here. Fayol stated, “To manage is to forecast and plan, to organize, to
command, to coordinate, and to control.” (p. 5-6). Fayol’s five functions are then reduced to
four and some slight modifications are made in the wording of two functions. “Coordinating”
is collapsed into “organizing” because these concepts are viewed as synonymous.
“Commanding” is then replaced with “leading” and “controlling” with “evaluating,”
primarily to reflect the vernacular of the current research; but the meaning of the four
retained functions (e.g. planning, organizing, leading, and evaluating), closely resembles
Fayol’s original managerial framework (also see Fells, 2000). Eventually, “staffing,” or what
is conceptualized here as “recruiting,” was added to what appear to be Fayol’s original
managerial functions during the mid 1950s (see, for example, Koontz, 1958).
Management, as conceptualized through the integrative model, then can include
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organizational activities or processes such as procuring of resources, planning of objectives,
recruiting of employees, organizing of resources, leading of personnel, and performance
evaluation. Procuring of resources involves the securing capital and/or operating budget
resources for the daily operations assumed to support institutional values. Planning
objectives is a managerial process that can involve: asserting or formulating values, assessing
institutional conditions, and/or strategizing how to achieve the targeted ideals. Recruiting of
employees refers to the hiring of administrators, faculty, and staff with the necessary
knowledge, abilities, skills, and personality traits which complement the programs,
department’s and institution’s values. Organizing resources refers to the coordinating or
arranging of the various resources that administrators deem important in fulfilling
institutional values; and leading of personnel refers to the role of managers in supervising
and directing individuals to fulfill values or adhere to policies, and can also include
delegating responsibilities to subordinates. In this respect, delegating would imply overlap
between leading and organizing, because delegating can also mean organizing human capital
and other forms of resources. Performance evaluation refers to the assessment of
administrators, faculty, and staff relative to sanctioned performance indices.
The aforementioned administrative functions, however, can be carried out by
different administrators. Some higher educational institutions may designate fiscal
responsibilities to a budgeting officer, recruitment responsibilities to a human resources
director, and the planning, organizing, leading, and performance evaluation to a general
administrator. The application of these administrative functions, however, should not be
construed as a panacea for undergraduate retention and success. Rather, these six functions
propose certain basic administrative behaviors pursuant to institutional values and ideals
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such as undergraduate retention and success. Presumably, administrators at institutional,
college, departmental and programmatic levels who are interested in student retention and
success would ideally be expected to procure resources, plan objectives, recruit qualified
employees, organize resources, and lead personnel around these targeted values, as well as
evaluate performance relative to established performance indices and benchmarks.
Because the six managerial functions are proposed as tentative in the integrative
model of student departure, their presence or absence, however, should be empirically tested
to understand their validity and reliability to the fulfillment of the values of undergraduate
retention and success within higher educational settings. To say that these administrative
functions are “basic” also does not imply that they come easily. In particular, planning and
evaluating objectives appear to create special challenges for university administrators in their
managerial roles (see Borland, 2001; Ewell, 2002; Peterson & Einarson, 2001; Cistone &
Bashford, 2002).
Further, this is also not to imply, however, that even if university administrators were
effective in their managerial responsibilities, that this would easily yield undergraduate
retention and success. External and internal participants can influence an institution’s
policies; while those policies alone can have an adverse impact on an institution’s
undergraduate retention and success. Chapter Two observed how social, economic, and
political factors can influence the adoption of open admissions policy (see Gellhorn &
Hornby, 1974; Hannah, 1966; Williams, 1969; Wilson, 1970, 1971). That chapter also
observed that when compared to selective higher educational institutions, institutions with
open admissions policy tend to experience lower student retention and success (see
Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot, 2002; Kalsner, 1991; Tinto, 1993). This also suggests
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that the value of access, when instituted through open admissions policy, conflicts with the
value of accountability, since accountability demands increased student retention at some
public higher educational institutions (Burke, 1999; Burke & Minassians, 2001).
Beyond the impact of an institution’s admissions policies on undergraduate retention
and success, Chapter Three also assumed that faculty tenure policy can influence these
outcomes by the relative emphasis placed on teaching versus research versus public service.
Tenure policies may be primarily influenced from within individual higher educational
institutions (Hearn & Anderson, 2002), but sometimes tenure policy can also be influenced
by external constituencies (Trower, 2001; Chait, 2001). In this respect, the pressures exerted
by social, economic and political factors alone can constrain university administrators in
their managerial functions and have further impact on an institution’s student retention and
success. University administrators would then be expected to experience challenges in
student retention and success due to external and internal pressures that influence policies
such as student admissions and faculty tenure within higher educational institutions.
Ideally, this section would offer more definite conclusions regarding the applicability
of managerial functions to the fulfillment of the institutional objectives and ideals of student
retention and success. But the absence of empirical research which explores the links
between the university administration’s managerial functions and their impact on
undergraduate retention and success prohibits such conclusions (see Call, 1958; Gove &
Floyd, 1975; Hoff, 1999; Murray, 1976; Poston, Clough, Moore, & Kreiser, 2006; Ruthven,
1931; St. John, 1980; Wells, 1955). This absence of empirical research would then explain
why Jackson & Kile (2004) concluded in their recent research, that “the nexus between the
work of administrators and student outcomes is nascent.” (p. 285). The integrative model
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then attempts to establish the foundations for research on the connection between university
administration and undergraduate retention and success by further postulating relationships
between the six managerial functions that university administrators enact, (e.g., procuring,
planning, recruiting, organizing, leading, and evaluating); and the provision of goods and
services.
Goods and Services
Higher educational institutions offer many different goods and services targeted to
assist a diversity of students in various ways (see, for examples, Bial & Rodriguez, 2007;
Bastedo & Gumport, 2003; Lau, 2003). Although these goods and services are often
separated into either academic services or student services (see Guarasci, 2001; Kezar,
Hirsch, & Burack, 2001; Lawrence, 2007), the integrative model classifies these goods and
services into three types: academic, non-academic, and mixed.
Academic Goods and Services
Academic goods and services are goods and services that primarily address the
college education of students, and can include: course syllabi, textbooks, class instruction,
instructor office hours, academic advising, tutoring, as well as book store and librarian
services. Although the output of these goods and services can be different, as teaching
services differ from academic advisement or one-on-one tutoring etc., these services share in
common that academic services are directly instrumental to the student’s collegiate
education. So, within the model, these types of goods and services are also directly related to
the students’ collegiate success.
Non-Academic Goods and Services
Non-academic goods and services, on the other hand, are goods and services that do
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not primarily serve the college education of students, and can include: student registration,
financial aid, cashiers, parking, recreation, housing, career advising, on-campus computer
services, as well as food and student health services. Although non-academic goods and
services may not support the students’ collegiate education, some may support it indirectly,
or such goods and services may support other values important to this model such as
undergraduate retention. For example, counseling services may indirectly support
undergraduate retention and success by helping students improve their study and test-taking
skills (Sharkin, 2004) and financial assistance may support student retention by making
education affordable to students (see Bresciani & Carson, 2002; Finney & Kelly, (2004; St.
John, 2000). In this respect, counseling and financial assistance can, in there own ways,
support the values of undergraduate retention and success.
Mixed Goods and Services
Mixed goods and services address both the academic and non-academic aspects of
students’ college education, and can include tutoring, mentoring and counseling. Some
institutions of higher learning may provide mixed goods and services through programs
targeted to help students of specific demographic backgrounds who are at-risk to drop out,
such as women, African-Americans, Native-Americans, and non-traditional students (Austin,
2006; Belgarde & Loré, 2003; Flowers, 2004; Hurd, 2000). Institutions of higher learning,
however, may also provide mixed goods and services through resource centers which help
other at-risk student populations, such as students with disabilities (Belch, 2004; Henderson,
1999; Kalivoda & Higbee, (1998; West, Kregel, J., Getzel, & Zhu, (1993). These resource
centers may provide special accommodations which may be academic, as when resource
centers provide students with disabilities access to collegiate-related literature; or may be
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non-academic, as when resource centers provide special chairs for students with severe
chronic back problems.
In other cases, higher educational institutions may offer mixed goods and services
through more broadly-based programs targeted to help other at-risk students, such as firstgeneration and low-income students (see Grant-Allone, Reid, Umali, & Pohlert, 2003). As
Chapter Two indicated, less selective admissions policies such as open admissions tend to
recruit academically and economically disadvantaged students at-risk to drop out. The
demand for mixed goods and services, then, appears to be a result of admission policies that
promote the value of access for at-risk student populations (also see, for examples, Burris,
1987; Chaney, Muraskin, Cahalan, Goodwin, 1998; Kulik, Kulik, & Shwalb, 1983; Williams,
1969). Mixed goods and services are also tied to external factors in the integrative model
because these types of goods and services are intended to offset aspects in the students’
personal lives that may prevent their retention and success.
By differentiating between academic, non-academic, and mixed goods and services,
the integrative model attempts to go beyond the dichotomous distinction between goods and
services as falling within either the academic affairs or student affairs division, because this
distinction may not accurately depict the types of services offered, particularly within the
student affairs division. The academic affairs folklore suggests that this division is primarily
concerned with the students’ college education; and any extraneous goods and services to
this focus fall into the student affairs division. It would then be expected that student affairs
professionals primarily deal with non-academic related goods and services; but this appears
not to be the case, because student affairs professionals are known to administer programs
offering all three types: academic, non-academic, and mixed goods and services.
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The differentiation of types of goods and services offered within higher educational
institutions then become important, because not all services may have the same impact on
undergraduate retention and success. For example, whereas assistance in obtaining financial
aid provided by financial aid and scholarship offices can have a direct impact on student
retention, those services will probably not assist academic student success, at least directly.
This is because policies such as merit-based financial aid can impact student success by
giving students incentives to attain higher grades, but the policy in itself does not provide a
good or service that directly relates to students success. Presumably, teaching and tutoring
have more of a direct impact on academic student success than financial aid and scholarship
services. Other services such as professional counseling, however, may only have an indirect
influence on academic student success, if, for example, counseling is directed to assist
students in emotionally coping with academic demands or to help students improve their
study skills. However, some goods and services offered within higher educational institutions
may have no impact on undergraduate retention and success; or they may only affect the
retention and success of certain students because some goods and services may be more
relevant to students of particular backgrounds. For this reason, the integrative model
postulates that some goods and services offered within higher educational institutions may
have a direct, some indirect, and some may even have no impact on student retention and/or
success; but the effects of goods and services should be also considered within the context of
the students’ background characteristics. The prior discussion on goods and services would
also indicate careful consideration to the classifying of academic, non-academic, and mixed
goods and services within higher educational institutions.
The integrative model of student departure then considers values and policies,
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institutional management, and goods and services instrumental to the ultimate fulfillment of
the value, ideal, or objective of graduating students. But the model also assumes that, to
differing degrees, the six determinants identified as academic problems, system failures,
external factors, academic failure, student misconduct, and wrongful action can adversely
influence the success and/or retention of students. The first three determinants relating to
voluntary student departure, however, can assume complex relationships with each other and
with other constructs within the model; but schematic depiction of some of those
relationships is omitted to avoid visual clutter. Exactly how the remaining constructs of the
integrative model relate to each other and to the materials covered in the prior chapters will
be further elaborated in the following sections.
Academic Problems
Academic problems, based on the Integrative Model, are deficits in the students’
management of collegiate responsibilities, intellectual development, and/or grade
performance. Management of collegiate responsibilities presumed to influence the students’
intellectual development and grade performance then consists of planning, organizing,
execution, and monitoring of activities such as: attending class and instructor office hours;
reading, writing, completing and turning in assignments; taking exams; and conducting
research and presentations. The model then assumes that the students’ failure to manage
collegiate responsibilities can adversely influence the students’ academic success via
intellectual development and subsequent grade performance. Hence, deficits in the students’
management of collegiate responsibilities, intellectual development, and grade performance
are positively related to academic problems, as also to the students’ collegiate success.
Some research on plagiarism and academic dishonesty, however, might suggest that

95

student success is not related to the student’s effective management of collegiate
responsibilities. Although, undoubtedly, some students may be relatively academically
successful in grade performance while still managing their collegiate responsibilities poorly
by procrastinating (see Pychyl, Morin, & Salmon, (2000; Schraw, Olafson, & Wadkins,
2007); these studies indicate that students who procrastinate attempt to do less work, wait
until the last minute, and therefore take risks with their grades. In fact, Tice & Baumeister
(1997), in their longitudinal study on procrastination observed that students who ranked high
on procrastination also tended to be late handing in specific assignments and performed more
poorly on those assignments. They further observed that procrastination eventually took a
toll on student GPAs in the long run. These findings may also explain why Jackson, Weiss,
Lundquist, and Hooper (2003), in their study on procrastination, emphasized the importance
of investing adequate time in academic endeavors in order to improve academic
performance.
It is also arguable that some students may acquire successful grades by academically
dishonest means such as cheating and plagiarism. However, research on academic dishonesty
suggests that students who can remain academically successful over time through dishonest
means may be the exception rather than the rule. Pino & Smith (2003) observed negative
relationships between GPA, class standing, and academic dishonesty; or, in other words, they
observed that students’ with lower GPAs coupled with higher class standing were more
likely to cheat. Pino and Smith’s findings would suggest that low-achieving students who
cheat could have a difficult time, in the long rum, acquiring successful grades; and that highachieving students would not need to engage in academic dishonesty. Nonetheless, it is still
arguable that high-achieving students can also provide deceptive answers in academic
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dishonesty surveys to cover the fact that they are academically achieving impostors, who
engage in dishonest acts,
Research conducted by Ferrari (2005) then revealed that students who reported
impostor tendencies (false intellectual abilities) claimed lower incidents of academic
dishonesty than did non-impostors. Ferrari concluded that the results of this study could have
been skewed by impostors simply not reporting academic dishonesty. Even if some students
might acquire successful grade performance through procrastination and academic
dishonesty, this would still not necessarily support the conclusion that procrastination and
academic dishonesty are methodically sound approaches to intellectual development and
grade performance, or disprove the postulate that the effective student management of
collegiate responsibilities would better contribute to their academic success. More will be
said concerning academic dishonesty in the latter part of this chapter.
Beyond the prior discussion, the integrative model also postulates that the students’
management of collegiate responsibilities can be positively correlated to system failures and
external factors. Presumably, students’ academic problems can be influenced by their
mismanagement of collegiate responsibilities, which can in turn be related to the institution’s
inefficacious goods and services (system failures), and/or factors in the students personal
lives (external factors). However, academic problems, system failures, and external factors as
viewed through the integrative model, are negatively related to the students’ undergraduate
retention and/or success. In other words, as academic problems, system failures, and external
factors increase, undergraduate retention and success decrease. Because the model also
presupposes that these same three determinants will not equally affect all students, the model
considers the students’ backgrounds in understanding the relevance of the three determinants
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to undergraduate success and departure. How these same factors can impact the retention and
success of students with particular backgrounds will be further elaborated in the subsequent
discussion on background characteristics.
System Failures
System failures, based on the integrative model, are shortfalls in an institution’s
fulfillment of values, goals, objectives, and ideals. The integrative model presupposes that
individual higher educational institutions can experience many shortfalls in the fulfillment of
their values; hence, the determinant is referred to as “system failures.” Although there can be
many system failures relative to the fulfillment of values and ideals within higher educational
institutions, the integrative model exclusively deals with those which can impede
undergraduate retention and success. For this reason, system failures are negatively related to
undergraduate retention and/or success. The model then postulates complex relationships
between an institution’s values and policies, institutional management, and/or goods and
services and system failures. Presumably, system failures that can impede undergraduate
retention and success can be influenced by problematic values and policies, institutional
management, and/or goods and services.
Chapter Three then addressed the importance of conducting empirical studies on
academic freedom and tenure policies to understand their correlations with undergraduate
instruction, and subsequently, undergraduate retention and success. The chapter, however,
made the following three observations which are pertinent to this section of the integrative
model: first, research assessing the impact that faculty academic freedom has on
undergraduate instruction appears to be absent (p. 37). Second, addressing the impact of
faculty tenure on undergraduate teaching appears to be contradictory (50). Three, rigorous
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research explorations relative to the impact that teaching has on undergraduate retention and
success appear to be absent (p. 51).
Chapter 2 also observed that research conducted by Pascarella et al. (2004) found out
that liberal arts colleges showed notable impact on a broad range of practices in
undergraduate education than did either research universities or regional institutions.
However, Pascarella et al.’s research did not disclose the particular academic freedom and
tenure policies at the colleges and universities under study and the impact that those practices
had on undergraduate retention and success. For this reason it became difficult to discern if
better practices in undergraduate education were in any way related to how the institutions
structured their academic freedom and/or tenure policies and if the policies supported the
values of student retention and success via undergraduate instruction.
Although Chapter Three also observed that Langbein and Snider (1999) found out
that poorly-rated classes experienced a significant reduction in the probability of retaining
students when compared with mid-rated courses, such research would need to be replicated
to understand its validity and reliability among different types of four year universities and
also address the influence undergraduate instruction has on the institutions’ undergraduate
success. The impact that academic freedom and tenure have on undergraduate instruction
and subsequently, on undergraduate retention and success would then need to be further
explored in order to understand if such constructs will be retain or excluded from the
integrative model. However, as the diagram of the integrative model would also suggest,
academic freedom and tenure policies would also need to be considered within the context of
the particular admissions policy adopted within the higher educational institutions. More will
be said concerning admissions policy in the following sections of this chapter.
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External Factors
External factors, based on the integrative model, are situations and circumstances in
the students’ personal lives and can include: cultural characteristics such as attitudes, beliefs,
and/or values, family responsibilities, college preparedness, decisiveness about career choice
or major, as well as work, financial, and/or health related issues. Some institutions of higher
learning establish programs to help students alleviate problems in their personal lives and
were discussed under heading “Goods and Services.” For this reason, external factors in
some instances can be viewed as factors in the student’s personal life that the institution has
no control over, but that the institution may have some degree of positive influence through
its academic and/or student services. However, if such programs are not meeting institutional
values or objectives with these student populations due to problematic value and policy
structures, inadequate management practices and/or poor provision of goods and services,
these types of malfunctions would be classified as system failures.
Although some research observes negative relations between external factors such as
number of hours worked and undergraduate retention and success (Kulm and Cramer, 2006
Lavin and Crook (1990), research that empirically substantiates other factors beyond
employment appear to be absent. For this reason, specific external factors impeding
undergraduate retention and/or success are deferred to future studies of the integrative model.
Psychosocial Determinants
As mentioned earlier in this chapter, psychosocial determinants are cognitions,
attitudes, motivation, emotions, dispositions, and/or behaviors induced by external stimuli.
Some of the psychosocial determinants that have been researched in undergraduate retention
and success thus far are: self-efficacy (Zajacova, Lynch, & Espenshade, 2005), level of stress
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(Sandler, 2000), motivation (Stage, 1989), behavior (Eaton & Bean, 1995), commitment
(Hackman & Dysinger, 1970), as well as satisfaction and intentions (Bean, 1980).
Presumably, system failures and external factors can influence psychosocial determinants in
the model, and subsequently undergraduate retention and success. However, the influence of
these same factors needs to also be considered relative to the students background
characteristics which will be covered in the following sections of the model.
Admissions Policy
The integrative model of student departure specifies admissions policy as a construct
because the policy appears to have a notable influence on student retention and success.
Chapter Two then addressed the value of access and its relation to admissions policy and
student outcomes such as retention and success. Access as viewed here refers to the granting
of entrance to students. The following section will then further elaborate how admissions
policies can differently influence these same outcomes by considering the overall student
background characteristics within the institutions as determined by academic ability, income
and other demographic traits.
Selective Admissions and Student Homogeneity
The overall student success experienced within higher educational institutions is
often attributed to admissions policies which can also be tied to how well students perform in
standardized examinations. Bial & Rodriguez (2007) observe that the 2005 edition of the
U.S. News & World Report on “America’s Best Colleges” indicates that Williams College
was ranked number one among liberal arts colleges, with average freshman SAT scores from
1310 to 1510. 87 percent of Williams freshmen ranked in the top 10 percent of high school
graduates, and Williams had an acceptance rate of only 21 percent. Bial & Rodriguez then
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further observe that Harvard and Princeton universities were tied for first-place “among
national research universities with even higher SAT and ACT scores, greater percentage of
students in the top of their class, and an acceptance rate of only 10 percent.” (p. 17).
Selective colleges and universities with narrow criteria for student selection, like Williams
College, Harvard University, and Princeton University, then, could also be expected to have
more academically homogeneous student bodies. In fact, Rau & Durand (2000) observe that
“Highly selective institutions have relatively homogeneous student bodies, hence less
variance on SAT scores and both high school and college GPAs” (p. 20).
If academic ability is comparatively homogeneous at selective higher educational
institutions, as Rau & Durand (2000) indicate; and if income is positively related to academic
ability in post-secondary education, as Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner (2003) in Chapter
Two indicated; it would then follow that selective institutions of higher learning also tend to
recruit students from higher income brackets. In fact, Haveman and Smeeding (2006)
observed that “In the top-tier colleges and universities, almost three-quarters of the entering
class are from the highest socioeconomic quartile.” (p. 125). Pallais and Turner (2006) then
further observe that “Less than 11 percent of first–year students matriculating at 20 highly
selective institutions were from the bottom income quartile” (p. 357). The positive
relationship between college selectivity and student income is further supported by Sacerdote
(2002), who found that adopted children raised in a higher socioeconomic-status family
(regardless of their original family’s demographics) have a greater probability both to attend
college and to attend a more selective institution.
The prior research would then support the following postulate of the integrative
model: selective admissions are correlated to student homogeneity which student
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homogeneity is also presumed to relate to higher retention and higher success. Student
homogeneity is then viewed as a clustered state between students of similar academic
aptitudes and demographics which can include income, ethnicity, among others.
Open Admissions and Student Heterogeneity
The prior observations on selective admissions then suggest that less selective higher
educational institutions would admit more students of different academic, economic, and
demographic background characteristics, and hence have more heterogeneous student
populations. In fact, Webster (1980) observes that less selective institutions recruited
approximately 64% minority students, presumably of different income levels and different
ethnicities, compared to highly selective private institutions which recruited a majority of
non-minorities, presumably higher income and primarily white. Shom (2006) also observes,
based on a study conducted by Astin (1982), that blacks, Hispanics and Native-Americans
were disproportionately over-represented in two-year colleges and under-represented in both
public and private universities. Shom attributes these ethnic disparities to the standardized
college-entrance test-scores and high-school grades used for determine admission to selective
higher educational institutions. Bial & Rodriguez (2007) then confirm Shom’s conclusion
when they observe that “One major problem with a heavy focus on scores and high-school
ranking [at selective colleges and universities] is that it narrows the pool from which top
colleges and universities select their students each year” (p.18). They further observe that
“Current student demographics at institutions of higher education often do not reflect the
nation’s population, especially at the most selective colleges and universities” (p. 19).
Through the integrative model, it would then also be expected to see negative
relationships between admissions policy, student background heterogeneity, and external
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factors. In other words, the more higher and narrow the institutions selectivity, the less likely
the institution would recruit students of heterogeneous backgrounds who may be
unsuccessful and/or depart due to outside influences; while the lower and broader the
institution’s selectivity, the higher likelihood it would recruit students of heterogeneous
backgrounds who may be unsuccessful and/or depart because of external factors. This
negative relationship between admissions selectivity and external factors would then also
indicate that as higher educational institutions adopt broader and less selective admissions
criteria, the need for goods and services targeted to aid students of disadvantaged
backgrounds would also increase within higher educational institutions adopting lesser and
broader selective criteria (also see Burris, 1987; Chaney, Muraskin, Cahalan, Goodwin,
1998; Kulik, Kulik, & Shwalb, 1983; Williams, 1969).
Student Heterogeneity and Undergraduate Retention and Success
The granting entrance to student populations of more heterogeneous backgrounds in
terms of academic abilities, income, and other demographics at higher educational
institutions adopting open admissions may explain why those institutions experience higher
student attrition than selective higher educational institutions (see Effort, 1957; Summerskill,
1962; Trent and Ruyle, 1965). Kalsner (1991) observed that institutions admitting students
with ACT scores of 26 or better experience only 10% student attrition, in comparison to
institutions admitting students with ACT scores under 15, which experience a 41% attrition
rate. Using national data sets and focusing on full-time, first-time students, Tinto (1993) then
observed that the most selective institutions which use standardized tests for the recruitment
of undergraduates “lose only 8.0 percent of their beginning full-time students before the start
of the second year whereas open-enrollment institutions lose 45.5 percent of their full-time
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students” (p. 16).
Harackiewicz, Barron, Tauer, & Elliot (2002) then further observe that “students’
ability, typically measured in terms of SAT or ACT scores, and prior academic performance,
typically assessed using high school GPA or high school graduation rank… have been shown
to be independent, positive predictors of undergraduate grades” (p. 562).
The prior research would then support the next postulate of the integrative model:
open admissions are correlated to student heterogeneity which student heterogeneity is also
presumed to relate to lower retention and lower success. Student heterogeneity is then viewed
as the dispersed state between students of different academic aptitudes and demographics
which can include income, ethnicity, among others. The integrative model, however, also
suggests that an institutions undergraduate retention and success might not only relate to
admissions policy, but policy linked with tenure as well. The following hypothesis is then
derived from the model: open admissions coupled with faculty tenure which places emphasis
on other than undergraduate teaching relates to lower undergraduate retention and lower
undergraduate success.
Background Characteristics
The integrative model of student departure, like the Tinto (1975) model, also
proposes that the students’ background characteristics are also important factors in their
departure from higher educational institutions. Background characteristics as used here to
refer to traits that pertain to the students’ matriculation, past academic performance,
demographics, and can also include class standing, number of credits earned or taken during
a given semester, and affiliations students have with academic departments and other campus
organizations. In particular, the background characteristics affiliated with the students’ past
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academic performance and demographics echo Bean’s (1982) observations on how input
characteristics can be utilized to predict student departure from higher educational
institutions.
Based on the student heterogeneity that might be observed among the student
populations of higher educational institutions with open admissions policies, through the
integrative model it would be expected that students of diverse academic abilities, incomes,
and other demographics will likely matriculate within higher educational institutions
adopting open admissions policies. The following sections then contain descriptions of some
student backgrounds presumed to be found within higher educational institutions adopting
open admissions; and illustrate how the integrative model can be used to predict the factors
that can impede the retention and success of those students. Reiterating from Chapter Two,
then, open admissions are policies that do not require SAT scores, ACT scores, or highschool class ranking, but may require that students have a high-school diploma or its
equivalent, and/or a not very rigorous, minimal GPA.
First-Generation Students
Chapter Two addressed first-generation students, or students neither of whose parents
completed a four year degree and who are also at-risk to drop out (Billson and Terry, 1982).
Ishitani (2003) found that “After controlling for factors such as race, gender, high school
grade point average (GPA), and family income, the risk of attrition in the first year among
first-generation students was 71% higher than that of students with two college-educated
parents.” (p. 433). Chapter Three also observed that first generation students are often lowincome students (Bui, 2002); and that the student’s income level was positively related to a
student’s academic performance prior to and during post-secondary education (Heyneman
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and Loxley, 1983; Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner, 2003). These studies would then indicate
that first generation students with lower income levels would also have lower confidence in
their academic abilities and lower self-efficacy in post-secondary education (also see
Bandura, 1997). The integrative model would then further predict that first-generation
and/or low income students could be expected to have low academic aptitudes and selfefficacy, and, therefore, to leave higher educational institutions due to academic problems.
However, it is also discernable through the integrative model that the students’ academic
problems can also be influenced by system failures and/or external factors.
Non-Traditional Students
Chapter Four also addressed non-traditional students, who are older adults, usually 24
years, or above, with more responsibilities than the typical or traditional college freshman
(Bean & Metzner, 1985. In comparison to first-generation and traditional students, nontraditional students appear to have the advantage of higher GPAs, and are also presumed to
take education more seriously than traditional students (see, for examples, Cubeta, Travers,
Sheckley, 2000; Lundberg, 2003). However, non-traditional students, who are often enrolled
part-time due to personal circumstances, are also at a disadvantage to traditional students,
who are typically enrolled full-time and more likely to complete their degree (Jacobs &
King, 2002). Through the integrative model, it would then be observable that non-traditional
students might leave higher educational institutions due to system failures and/or external
factors, rather than because of academic problems (see, for examples Monroe; Whatley, Bos,
Kennedy, Smith, Woods, 2002).
Students with Disabilities
Another student background characteristic that can be included in the study of student
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departure and that was discussed in Chapter Four is that of students with disability (deFur,
Getzel, & Trossi, 1996). Students with disabilities, who have permanent physical, emotional,
or mental impairments, have participated in higher education, to differing extents, for more
than a century (Belch, 2004). However, formal studies which assess why these students leave
higher educational institutions appear to be absent. Although educated guesses can be made
about the reasons behind the departure decisions of students with disabilities, i.e. academic
under-performance due to physical limitations, lack of access to classrooms and/or
instructional materials, etc., these reasons appear not yet supported by empirical studies. The
integrative model of student departure, then, can be used to evaluate why these students
choose to leave higher educational institutions. Presumably, students with disabilities would
leave higher educational institutions due to academic problems, system failures, and/or
external factors.
Students of Different Cultural, Ethnic, and Racial Backgrounds
In addition to the prior student background characteristics (first-generation, lowincome, non-traditional, and/or disabilities), Chapter Four also addressed the students’
cultural, ethnic and racial backgrounds as relevant to student departure research. The
research indicates that the retention and success of minority groups such as African-,
Hispanic-, and Native American Students can be obstructed by incongruities between the
cultures of these student populations and the cultures embedded in higher educational
institutions (see Belgrade & Lore (2003; Flowers, 2004; Hernandez & Lopez, 2004). Ward
(2006) states: “Understanding the pervasive low level of academic achievement on the part
of racial and ethnic minorities remains a problem of national concern. Social scientists have
argued that the variability of minority school performance is attributable to institutional
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inequities and structural factors…” (p. 50-51). For structural factors as viewed in this thesis,
see Chapters Two and Three, in particular, the sections on selectivity, meritocracy, academic
freedom, and tenure). Ward further observed that the persistent gap in student achievement
between minority adolescents and their non-minority peers can be conceptualized within an
ecological-developmental framework, as based in the incompatibility between the indigenous
or native culture of the minority students and the existent academic institutional culture.
By observing higher educational culture through an institution’s values and policies,
management, and goods and services, the integrative model would then allow discerning that
some students from different cultures would struggle more with the culture within higher
educational institutions, and, as a result, be less successful and/or depart. If higher
educational institutions include cultural diversity as a value and implement multicultural
policies, student lack of success and departure due to cultural differences would relate to
system failures. Otherwise, student departure due to cultural incompatibility between
students and higher educational institutions would be a result of external factors.
Students of Higher Income and Academic Aptitude
The prior student background characteristics primarily apply to what are typically
referred to as “at-risk students”; but this model can also apply to the departure decisions of
other students not usually considered “at-risk to drop out,” such as high income or high
ability students. Although studies have been conducted on student departure from selective
institutions (Hermanowicz, 2004, 2006), which are presumed to recruit high income and
highly academically-successful students, research on why students from higher income
brackets choose to depart selective or even non-selective higher educational institutions
appears to be absent. Through the integrative model, it would then be discernable that if high
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income is tied to higher academic student performance, then high-performing students would
not usually leave the institutions because of academic problems, but rather due to system
failures and/or external factors. If previously academically high-achieving students fail
academically and leave for these reasons, through the integrative model it would also be
discernable that those students might have left because of personal circumstances (external
factors), rather than simply due to some academic deficit.
Up to this point, the integrative model has established relationships between
admissions policy, student background characteristics, and other policies such as faculty
academic freedom and tenure, and the relative level of retention and success of
undergraduate students. The model will now be used to address how adopting open
admissions and particular financial policies can influence the departure decisions of students
of different background characteristics.
Financial Policies
Chapter Two addressed the value of affordability and its relation to student financial
policies, and, subsequently, to undergraduate retention and success. It also viewed
affordability as the granting of financial resources to students. However, the chapter also
indicated that the financial policies or rules adopted within higher educational institutions
determine which students receive financial assistance. Financial policies here are the rules at
higher educational institutions that grant student financial assistance in the form of
Federal/State financial aid, third party scholarships, grants and loans and so on. Financial
policies are relevant to the integrative model of student departure because the receiving of
student financial assistance appears to be tied to student persistence (see Cabrera, Stampen,
& Hansen, 1990; Jensen, 1981; Ishitani & Desjardins, 2002; St. John, 2000; Wohlgemuth et
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al., 2006). The following sections then provide an overview of how financial policies may
affect the persistence and success of students from different backgrounds.
Disparities with the Policies
Financial policies appear to create disparities with regards to the students who receive
financial assistance. Kelderman (2008), drawing from an annual report by the National
Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs during summer 2008, observes that
several states provided the greatest amounts of financial aid per capita in the 18-to-24-yearold population during years 2006-2007. The skewed allocation of financial student resources
to lower age brackets may then explain why Seftor & Turner (2002) suggest that financial
assistance has primarily catered to traditional students and may also explain how the absence
of student financial assistance affects non-traditional students. They observe that:
Much of the research examining the question of how federal financial aid
affects decisions to enroll in college has focused on the behavior of students
in the relatively narrow range immediately following high school graduation,
leaving unanswered the question of how changes in the availability of aid
affect the behavior of older students (p. 336).
Beyond non-traditional students, Herzog (2005) also observe that “Middle-income students
with greater levels of unmet need face an elevated departure risk…” (p. 883).
Given the heterogeneous backgrounds of students attending higher educational
institutions with open admissions, it becomes discernable through the integrative model that
merit- or need-based financial assistance policies would grant aid to students of particular
academic, economic, or demographic backgrounds, such as students who are high
academically achieving, low-income, and first-generation; but deny others such as nontraditional students, non-minority students, and middle income students. Presumably, those
students denied financial assistance and who deal with academic necessity would be more
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prone to depart from higher educational institutions.
Disqualifying by Merit
While some groups such as non-traditional, middle-income, or non-minority students
may be denied financial aid, others may be granted financial assistance but disqualify from
maintaining it due to academic under-performance. Following then are some studies from
Chapter Two which illustrate how students of low-income backgrounds may disqualify from
continuing to receive their financial assistance. If Stinebrickner and Stinebrickner’s (2003)
assumptions concerning the positive relationship between income and academic ability are
correct, it would necessarily follow that first-generation and/or low-income students who had
been admitted under less selective admissions policies and receive merit based financial
assistance would most likely disqualify for their assistance due to under-academic
performance. Wessel, Bell, Mcpherson, Costello, and Jones (2006-2007) then observe that
students with greater financial need are more likely not to qualify for financial aid due to
academic under-performance, and, therefore, less likely to graduate. This conclusion is also
supported by Braunstein, Mcgrath, and Pescatrice (2000-2001), who observe that “students
from families with greater incomes tended to persist. Academic performance was the
overwhelmingly most significant factor affecting a freshmen’s decision to continue into the
sophomore year, as poor performing students tended to drop out” (p. 191).
Dee and Jackson’s (1999) study of Georgia's Helping Outstanding Pupils
Educationally (HOPE) college scholarship program also illustrates the high percentage of
students who disqualify for merit-based financial assistance. HOPE is a lottery-funded
Scholarship program which grants free tuition to students who can maintain a “B” average at
Georgia’s state universities. Dee and Jackson observed that “roughly half of HOPE scholars
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lose their support after their freshman year [due to academic under-performance]” (p. 379).
The prior research on disqualification for merit-based financial assistance due to academic
under-performance would also explain why studies involving first-generation and lowincome students acknowledge financial assistance as a contributing factor in the students’
departure decisions (Ishitani, 2003).
Through the integrative model it would then be discernable that within higher
educational institutions adopting open admissions and meritocratic financial aid policies, that
first-generation and/or low-income students would most likely disqualify for financial
assistance, and therefore depart due to academic under-performance (academic problems)
and financial difficulties (external factors). However, this is not to say that first-generation
students might not leave higher educational institutions due to “system failures,” as also
indicated by the integrative model.
Effects of Other Financial Policies
Chapter Two observed that student attrition due to merit based financial policies and
academic-under achievement would be expected to decrease through the adoption of student
grants and need-based financial aid policies, but student success would probably be
compromised. Presumably, the academic performance of students who are not given
incentives to keep their financial assistance through merit may suffer. Through the
integrative model, it would then be discernable that higher educational institutions with open
admissions and need-based grants and financial aid policies would be expected to have
relatively favorable retention rates; but the institutions might also retain students with
marginal to inferior academic performances. Although it is also arguable that students who
do not qualify for merit-based financial aid can borrow money through student loans, studies
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conducted by Astin (1975), Hochstein and Butler, 1983; Leslie and Brinkman (1988), and
Perna (1998) indicate that grants have a more positive effect on student persistence than
loans. The observations made by these researchers would then support the postulate within
the integrative model that loans may in some instances be a disincentive for some students to
secure funds to pay their education and subsequently not persist to fulfill their degrees.
Thus far, the integrative model has established relationships between admissions and
financial policies, student background characteristics, and other policies such as faculty
academic freedom and tenure, and the relative level of retention and success of
undergraduate students. The model will now address how other factors, such as declared
major and program selectivity and rigor, may also influence student departure.
Declared or Undeclared Major Student Departure
The departure of students with declared majors versus those with undeclared majors
appears to be an area of research not yet investigated in student attrition studies. Declared
majors as defined here are students who are actively seeking a degree from a particular
academic program and undeclared majors are students who are not actively seeking a degree
from a specific academic program. Most models of student departure, if not all, do not
differentiate student attrition associated with undeclared majors versus declared majors. At
least two assumptions warrant the investigation of these two types of student departure.
First, if the frequency of declared versus undeclared major student departure would
be notably different, this could mean that one of the types of student departure may be more
severe than the other. For example, student attrition associated with students who are
declared majors may be 5% in comparison to undeclared majors which may be 40%. Second,
if the frequency of declared versus undeclared student departure would be different, then, the
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causes for student departure may also be different. For example, the departure of students
with declared majors may be attributed to student under-academic performance (academic
problems, poor quality of instruction (system failures), as opposed to students with
undeclared majors leaving due to indecisiveness of major (external factors).
At least two patterns are then useful to understand the nature of student departure
between declared and undeclared majors within higher educational institutions. Presumably,
research may reveal that the departure frequency of students who have declared majors
versus those who do not may be different. But regardless of whether the frequency of student
departure between declared and undeclared students is different or the same, in order to keep
declared and undeclared major student departure affixed to the integrative model, (1) the
reasons for both types of student departure would need to be different from each other, and
(2) the patterns of student departure would need to be comprehended through one or more of
the six determinants of student departure. However, the departure patterns for declared
majors would also need to be similar in character (e.g. relating to academic problems, system
failures etc.), and the departure patterns of undeclared majors would likewise need to be
similar (e.g. relating to external factors).
Program Selectivity and Academic Rigor
Beyond the students’ declared major, the integrative model also assumes that some
institutions that adopt open admissions policies have academic programs and departments
with varying degrees of program selectivity within the institutions. An academic program as
viewed here refers to an individual academic unit offering a specific major and discipline as
a course of study, and program selectivity to the rules that academic programs use to grant
students entrance. The recruitment of academically disadvantaged students would then be
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expected to increase within academic programs that are not selective in nature.
Student attrition has been studied from the perspectives of single academic programs
within institutions of higher learning such as Engineering (Suresh, 2006-2007), Business
(Mangum, Baugher, Winch, & Varanelli, 2005), Biology and Chemistry (Ferreira, 2003), as
well as Math (Cooney, Dewar, Kenschaft, Kraines, Latka, & LiSanti, (1990), but what
appears to not been studied yet in the study of student departure is the degree of selectivity of
each academic program in relation to its student attrition. If an institution of higher learning
has 60 academic programs, and the overall student attrition at this particular institution of
higher learning is 23%, it is often assumed that all academic programs contribute equally to
the problem of student departure; thus neglecting that some academic programs or even
disciplines may experience higher attrition than others.
Since it has already been established that an institutions selective criteria can
determines its level of student retention and success, it can also be assumed that the selective
criteria as instituted by individual academic programs can also influence these same
outcomes. However, this does not imply that selectivity is similar between different
academic programs. For example, some academic programs may require SAT or ACT scores
and others may use other criteria such as students passing specific courses with specific
grades, or for students to have minimal GPA as criteria etc. What would then be expected to
occur is that inadequate selective criteria from some academic programs would be a factor
that could impede undergraduate retention and success within those individual academic
programs when they admit students who are not prepared and equip to meet the rigor by
those programs. Within the integrative model it would then be discernible that some of those
students may leave due to academic problems, which can presumably be influenced by
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system failures and/or external factors.
Another factor that appears to have not been investigated yet and that may possibly
influence student retention and success is the level of academic rigor required of
undergraduate students by academic programs. Academic rigor as viewed here refers to the
austerity that academic programs apply to student learning and can also include the specific
means by which students learn course content.
Because the level of rigor can be expected to differ from academic program to
academic program, the degree of academic problems faced by students may also vary based
on the student’s major and discipline. Given the prior background, it would then be
discernible through the integrative model that the more academically rigorous and less
selective the academic programs are, the higher likelihood that students may encounter
academic problems and leave those programs for this reason. However, as the integrative
model would suggest, other factors may also be factored in to the success and retention of
students within those programs such as the policies that influence undergraduate instruction
within those academic programs (e.g. faculty academic freedom and tenure).
Academic Failure
Given the prior discussion on the different variables that can potentially influence
student’s academic problems, through the integrative model it is discernible that a
combination of the determinants previously discussed can possibly worsen the student’s
academic problems to the point of academic failure. Academic failure as viewed here then
refers to failure due to student’s not meeting basic academic standards within higher
educational institutions. However, the model does not outline such relationships by using
arrows to avoid clutter in the diagram.
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Tinto (1993) then estimates that approximately 15 to 25 percent of all student
departures at institutions of higher education arise because of academic failure. This research
then considers dismissals due to academic failure worthy of exploration in the study of
student departure. Most models that follow the Tinto (1975) logic focus on student departure
of a voluntary nature and as such ignore the second half of this model. This model assumes
that a students academic dismissal may or may not exclusively relate to academic difficulties,
(the first determinant outlined in this model), but buy system failures and factors that are
external to the institution of higher education as well. Because no follow up surveys appear
to have been made when it comes to any of the three determinants linked with
involuntary/academic related student departures, those associations cannot be proved or
disprove until future studies.
Partial Application of Model
Although no backup support has been given this far concerning the constructs within
the integrative model of student departure, the following study, conducted through the Office
of Academic Planning and Assessment at the University of Massachusetts (UMass), is used
to illustrate its application. During the fall 1997 semester, 3,736 first-times, first-year
students were matriculated at UMass which is a research I institution of higher learning. Of
these students, 21% (or approximately 783) did not return the following fall. Of the nonreturning students, 39% (or approximately 305) had run into academic problems serious
enough to lead to dismissal; and 61% (or approximately 478) withdrew voluntarily from the
University.
Filtering Figures Through Model
When filtering these figures through the integrative model, it is observable that 39%
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(or approximately 305) of the students who left UMass during the fall 1998 semester were
dismissed due to academic failure. Based on the integrative model of student departure, it is
expected that the 61% (or 478) students who withdrew voluntarily were influenced by
academic problems, system failures, and/or external factors. Of the students who left
voluntarily, 45% (or 210) were surveyed over the phone with regards to the reasons for their
departure. However, only 89% (or 187) of the individuals contacted agreed to participate in
the UMass study. Out of the 187 individuals who agreed to participate, 59 had a GPA that
was less than a 2.0, 69 had a GPA that was greater than 3.0, and 59 had a GPA that was
between 2.0 and 3.0. Following are the responses of these students as to why they left
UMass.
The UMass study reveals that students who had less than a 2.0 GPA (n=59) reported
issues with academic performance that were tied to poor study skills as a major reason for
their departure decision. This finding would then validate the construct of academic
problems in the integrative model based on the UMass study. However, the UMass study
does not elaborate whether the students’ academic problems were positively correlated with
other factors such as system failures and/or external factors. For example: were the students’
academic problems at UMass attributable to the institution’s admission policies? Were the
student’s academic problems tied to faculty academic freedom and tenure policies? Were
academic problems influenced by external factors? Answers to these questions are not
addressed by the UMass study; but relationships between these factors could be discerned
through the integrative model of student departure.
The students who left the university and who had a GPA greater than 3.0 (n=69)
reported that an unsatisfactory academic climate influenced their withdrawal. Unsatisfactory
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academic climate, on the UMass survey, included factors such as: poor quality instruction,
unapproachable faculty, courses not challenging, and inadequate advising. This finding
would then validate the construct of system failures in the integrative model of student
departure. Some intriguing characteristics concerning this finding in the UMass study are
also worthy of acknowledgement.
As previously stated, UMass is classified as a research I institution of higher learning.
Some question with regards to this “research I” classification and that are pertinent to
Chapter Three are: Could the academic climate at UMass be influenced by tenuring policy
that emphasizes the value of faculty research over undergraduate instruction? Could the
academic climate at UMass be tied to how faculty exercises their academic freedom and
autonomy with regards to undergraduate instruction? Could the academic climate at UMass
be influenced by the absence of best practices in undergraduate education? The UMass study
does not provide answers to these questions. The dimensions of the integrative model would
then allow researchers to include such inquiries to the investigation of undergraduate
retention and success.
Another characteristic of the UMass study concerns the responses of students who
had a GPA that was greater than 3.0. The students under this category reported problems
with the academic climate as a major factor in their departure. This finding implies that
problems with the academic climate did affect the students who had a GPA that was above a
3.0, but not those students who fell beneath this same GPA. This finding further suggests that
those students who had a GPA that was less than 3.0 might have been unaffected by the
academic climate problems at UMass. One would expect that problems with the academic
climate of an institution of higher learning, to differing degrees, would affect all students, not
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just the students who had a GPA that was greater than 3.0. However, the UMass study does
not arrive at such a conclusion.
The UMass study also reveals that students with a GPA between a 2.0 and a 3.0 (n=59)
reported financial factors as contributing to their departure decision. The UMass study
conceptualizes “financial factors” as arising from students not having access to financial aid,
not having money, or finding tuition too expensive. The UMass research would then validate
the construct of external factors in the integrative model of student departure. An interesting
characteristic of this finding is associated with students falling below the 3.0 GPA thresholds
who did not have access to financial assistance. The question that this research raises is, did
the students who fell beneath the 3.0 GPA experience problems with financial aid because
they disqualified themselves from receiving financial assistance because of meritocratic
forms of financial aid? Was the only option left for these students to use loans to invest in
their education? The UMass study does not disclose information about the financial policies
of the institution between the time students matriculated and the time they departed. For this
reason, it is difficult to discern if the student’s departure decisions were influenced by the
financial policies at UMass and as the integrative model would also suggest.
The UMass study also indicates that out of 783 students who left UMass, 39 (n=305)
had run into academic problems serious enough to lead to dismissal. This finding would then
validate the construct of academic failure in the integrative model of student departure.
Beyond their dismissals, however, why these students left UMass remains a mystery. Did the
305 students leave because of the institution’s admission policy? Were the students
associated with some distinctive demographic group who were at-risk to drop out? Could
part of the student departure be attributed to system failures? And/or did the students who
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left UMass leave due to external factors? Because the UMass study did not survey the
students who left involuntarily, such questions are unanswered.
Summary of Application
When projecting all the findings from the UMass study through four of the constructs
of the integrative model of student departure, the following summary can be provided:
• 31.6 percent of the respondents in the UMass study stated leaving due to academic
problems,
• 36.9% stated leaving because of system failures,
• 31.6% stated leaving due to external factors,
• 39% of the total students who left UMass during the fall 1998 semester left because of
academic failure.
The UMass study indicates that academic failure (N = 305) was the highest reason for
student departure. This was followed by system failure (N = 69). Academic failure and
external factors were the lowest reported reasons for departure and had the same number of
respondents respectively (N = 59). However, when observing the comparative figures of the
UMass study, it appears that three of the categories, i.e. academic problems, academic
failure, and external factors, can be collapsed into one broad category associated with
academic problems. This is assuming that the students who expressed financial difficulties
(external factor) disqualified for financial aid due to academic-under performance.
If the UMass figures have been interpreted correctly through the integrative model of
student departure, it appears that academic problems are a salient factor to student departure
at UMass. However, the departure decisions of students with a GPA over 3.0 who indicated
problems with the institution would also indicate that system failures is something to
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consider in assessing the student attrition experienced at UMass. Although the UMass study
does offer data to substantiate four of the constructs of the integrative model of student
departure, i.e., academic problems, system failures, external factors, and academic failure, it
does not provide information to substantiate the constructs of student misconduct and
wrongful action. The following sections then elaborate on these two final constructs of the
model.
Student Misconduct
Beyond academic failure, the integrative model of student departure draws attention
to two other constructs associated with involuntary student departure: student misconduct
and wrongful action. Higher education folklore suggests that both of these types of student
departure may be less frequent than the other four types of student departure discussed thus
far. However, the lesser frequency of these types of student departure do not suggest they
should be ignored, specially since some of these types of student misconduct can have severe
implications for many participants within higher educational institutions. Student misconduct
as viewed here is then student misbehaviors in academic or non-academic matters. Academic
student misconduct relates to student misbehaviors that are academic in nature such as
cheating on exams and plagiarism. Non-academic student misconduct, on the other hand,
refers to misbehaviors that are non-academic in nature such as theft, destruction of college
property, and/or any behavior that may be incriminating to the student.
Academic Student Misconduct
As previously mentioned, academic student misconduct relates to student
misbehaviors that are academic in nature such as cheating on exams and plagiarism. For the
purpose of brevity, this section will address the latter, but similar conclusions can be drawn
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concerning the potential causes of plagiarism from those that can potentially cause student
cheating. The concern of university administrators regarding college student cheating then
dates at least to the mid 1930s (Myers, 1937); and has become an increasing topic of concern
within higher educational institutions in the 21st century (Embleton & Helfer; Rettinger,
Augustus, & Peschiera, (2006).
Although much is known about the pervasiveness of student cheating, (see, for
example, McCabe, Trevino, Butterfield, 2001; Pullen, Ortloff, Casey, & Payne, 2000), what
impact student cheating has on undergraduate retention and success appears to be an
untapped area of research. Academic student misconduct is then relevant to the integrative
model of student departure because students who engage in behaviors such as cheating on
exams and plagiarism can not only bring about their own dismissal, but also call into
question their academic success. Many reasons can be given as to why students cheat.
Barnett and Dalton (1980) in their review of the literature cluster reasons for student cheating
behaviors into the following categories: intelligence, environment, subjective interpretations
of cheating, personality characteristics, moral reasoning/commitment, and stress. The
following sections then illustrate how Barnett and Dalton’s categories can be encapsulated
within the first three determinants of the integrative model, academic problems, system
failures, and external factors.
Although Barnett and Dalton (1980) observe that academically successful students
sometimes cheated, a majority of their review of the literature appears to support underacademic achievement and student cheating (see, also Pino & Smith, 2003). Presumably, the
lower a student’s grade point average, the higher likelihood that that student will engage in
cheating. This observation corresponds with the constructs of academic problems and
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academic student misconduct, as outlined in the integrative model of student departure. If
high-ability students cheat, this can be classified as an external factor, in that such behaviors
are more telling about the moral and/or ethical character of the students than about their
academic abilities. This is assuming, of course, that the high-ability students are not cheating
all their way through college because they might be “academically achieving impostors” as
mentioned earlier (also, see Ferrari, 2005). If the students are successful in cheating their
way through college, their academic abilities would be questionable in character. In that case,
cheating behaviors would be attributed to academic problems. If the students are smart and
they are cheating to avoid the work, this is still classified as an external factor. This is
because the integrative model also views the things over which the institution has ultimately
no control as external factors.
Another factor that Barnett and Dalton (1980) observe with regards to cheating
behaviors that can be attributable to system failures and/or external factors is stress. It is also
important to note that stress is viewed as a psychosocial determinant in the integrative model.
Barnett and Dalton observed that high expectations from the student and/or others, and
emotions such as stress and anxiety, are related to cheating behaviors. It is then possible to
conclude that higher educational institutions may unintentionally influence student anxiety
and stress through system failures. This is because some students who experience high
expectations for superior academic performance without adequate academic support may
also be subject to excessive stress and anxiety. Barnett and Dalton observe that “students feel
academic pressure to a greater extent than the faculty may often realize” (p. 545). Of course,
this observation does not take into account the fact that students may already have high
stress-levels due to circumstances in their personal lives (external factors).
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Barnett and Dalton (1980) also observe that cheating behaviors are influenced by
environmental factors. One of these factors relates to the severity of the policy associated
with cheating. Presumably, the more severe the policy, the less likely students will cheat.
This suggests that institutions of higher learning may generate system failures when crafting
ineffective policies linked with academic dishonesty, or when the institutions have effective
policies, but fail to enforce them. Barnett and Dalton further observe that faculty and students
can assign different meanings to cheating and differently perceive what is defined as or
constitutes cheating. This suggests that miscommunication with regards to academic honesty
policies may somehow induce student cheating. In this respect, the lack and/or
miscommunication of policies associated with academic honesty, whether by faculty or
institutions, can also be construed as a system failure.
It is also arguable that some students may simply disagree with an institution’s
policies concerning academic honesty, and, subsequently, cheat. As Barnett and Dalton note,
“There is evidence that some students cheat because they… refuse to accept common
definitions of cheating.” (p. 548). The refusal of students to accept an institution’s academic
honesty policy can be classified as an external factor when viewed through the integrative
model, because institutions of higher learning may ultimately have no control over a
student’s attitudes, beliefs, and/or behaviors with regards to its academic honesty policy.
Barnett and Dalton’s research was conducted over 25 years ago, but their conclusions
still can be used to demonstrate how their findings fit within the integrative model of student
departure. Although the integrative model tends to prescribe what general factors
researchers can investigate in student cheating and plagiarism, it does allow researchers some
latitude in their investigations. For example, some researchers may choose too look at the
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different occurrence of student cheating and plagiarism behaviors between institutions that
adopt open admissions versus selective admissions. Other researchers may choose to look at
the students’ background characteristics as possible determinants of cheating and plagiarism.
Some researchers may choose to observe possible relationships between system failures,
external factors, psychosocial determinants, and student cheating and plagiarism. As the
previous investigations suggest, there are many factors that can influence student cheating
and plagiarism. For this reason, this research reserves specific factors that can influence
undergraduate retention and success through academic student misconduct to subsequent
studies of the model.
Non-Academic Student Misconduct
As previously stated, non-academic student misconduct involves behaviors such as
theft, destruction of college property, and/or any behavior that may be incriminating to the
student. Non-academic student misconduct has also been a recent topic of concern, following
the recent tragic shootings of faculty and students within U.S. institutions of higher learning
(see Dodds & Kessler, 2007; Gabrielson, 2002). Beyond non-academic related misconduct
associated with involuntary student departure, other reasons can be sighted as to why nonacademic related student misconduct should be further studied, including the impact that
non-academic related student misconduct can have on the well-being of faculty, staff, and
students (see Bryden & Fletcherf, 2007; Fitzgerald, 2001; Marcus, 2001) or to generate
impetus for future studies exploring preventative measures against tragic incidents within
higher educational institutions (see Jennings, Gover, and Pudrzynskas, 2007).
Although the integrative model of student departure does not provide insight as to
how to prevent non-academic related student misconduct, it provides some areas to look at
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when considering such student behaviors. The integrative model assumes that, to some
extent, non-academic student misconduct is associated with external factors such as the
student’s attitudes, beliefs and/or values, as well as the student’s emotional health. This
would also suggest that higher incidents of non-academic student misconduct may occur
within higher educational institutions adopting open admissions than those that are selective.
This is because the integrative model assumes relationships between an admissions policy
and external factors. As mentioned earlier, some times students will have attitudes, beliefs,
and values that are not compliant with policies associated with appropriate student conduct at
institutions of higher learning. This circumstance in the students’ lives may lead to their
violating policies such as destruction of campus property, use of prohibited mood-altering
substances while on campus, and acts such as rape or victimization.
A student’s non-academic related misconduct can sometimes be traced to the
student’s mental and emotional health. Some students may be considered at-risk to harm
themselves and/or others due to deficiencies in their skills at coping with adverse emotional
states. The integrative model also assumes that a student’s emotional state (psychosocial
determinant) may be influenced by institutional factors such as faculty, staff, or students
interactions; and/or by other external factors, including chronic emotional issues or problems
with depression, anger, and/or anxiety etc. Regardless of the source of a student’s adverse
emotions, higher educational institutions provide at least two services to prevent nonacademic student misconduct: student health and campus police.
If health services within higher educational institutions are aware of students who are
considered high risk to offend and they do not provide adequate emotional or mental services
to those students, this may not allow the educational institution to mitigate potential
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problems relating to non-academic student misconduct. If higher educational institutions do
not provide adequate emotional or mental services to students who need them, it could be
said that a system failure can exist within those health services.
Similarly, if campus safety officials are aware of students who are considered high
risk to offend, and they do not have adequate safety regulations and/or fail to respond
according to their safety regulations, this may not allow the educational institution to prevent
potential problems relating to non-academic student misconduct. If this scenario is correct, it
could be said that a system failure has occurred at the level of campus safety.
This research recognizes that not all tragic incidents associated with non-academicrelated student misconduct are preventable by the resources at institutions of higher learning.
It is impossible to assume that institutions of higher learning are aware at all times of all
students that can potentially offend; and that they are able to police every student at-risk to
offend due to adverse emotional states. However, the integrative model does assume that
sometimes tragic incidents of student misconduct may be preventable within institutions of
higher learning.
Although the integrative model is somewhat prescriptive with regards to the general
factors in non-academic-related student misconduct and departure that researchers can
investigate, the model does allow researchers some latitude in their investigations. For
examples, some researchers may choose too look at the comparative occurrence of nonacademic-related student misconduct between institutions that adopt open admissions versus
selective admissions. Other researchers may look at the demographic and background
characteristics of students in relation to non-academic-related misconduct. Some researchers
may choose to observe possible relationships between system failures, external factors,
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psychosocial determinants, and non-academic student misconduct. As the previous
investigations suggest, there are many factors that can influence non-academic student
misconduct. For this reason, this research reserves specific factors that can influence
undergraduate retention and success through non-academic student misconduct to subsequent
studies of the model.
Wrongful Action
The final construct of the integrative model to be addressed is referred to as wrongful
action. Wrongful action as used in the integrative model refers to higher educational
institutions dismissing students wrongfully. The model assumes that if students were not
dismissed because of academic failure or student misconduct, the student was most likely
dismissed wrongfully; hence the construct is called “wrongful action.” Jacobson (1963)
provides the following court case that illustrates how students can be dismissed wrongfully
from institutions of higher learning.
The case involved 6 students who challenged the legitimacy of their expulsion from
Alabama State College. The students were expelled by the State Board of Education for
having participated in student demonstrations, which happened to be associated with civil
rights. Because the students were not made aware of their expulsion prior to its occurrence
and were not given an opportunity to defend themselves, they took the suit to federal court.
The students alleged that the Alabama State College violated the due process of law
guaranteed under the Fourteenth Amendment of the U. S. Constitution in expelling them
from Alabama State College. The federal district court rejected and dismissed the students'
due process claims. However, the students appealed their case to the Court of Appeals, which
subsequently reversed the district court’s dismissal. The Appellate Court’s reversal decision
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was based on prior precedent that dismissals associated with misconduct at publicly
subsidized institutions of higher learning should be preceded by notice of charges and the
opportunity to be heard. The Court of Appeals stated that a notice of charges and an adequate
hearing are minimally required by the 14th Amendment’s due-process clause.
Jacobson’s (1963) example not only illustrates how institutions of higher learning are
capable of dismissing students wrongfully; but also how wrongful actions could relate to
system failures within the integrative model. Although the Alabama State College case
involved violations to federal law arising from the students’ wrongful dismissal, it also
illustrates a system failure within the Alabama State College system. This is because the
Alabama State College failed to investigate the compliance of its policies with Federal laws
prior to their adoption. The integrative model also assumes that institutions of higher learning
can generate system failures when they do not adhere to their own published rules
concerning student dismissals.
By including the construct of wrongful action in the integrative model, this research
does not argue that wrongful action is something that happens frequently within institutions
of higher learning. In fact, this research attempted to find other examples of wrongful action,
but was not able to do so. However, the construct of wrongful action is something that the
researcher will leave affixed to the integrative model of student departure as a matter of
principle. This is because to leave out wrongful action as a part of the model would make it
incomplete.
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CHAPTER SIX: TESTING THE APPROACH
Due to time limitations, empirical research concerning the postulates of the
integrative model was not possible. However, the following sections address the research
design that may be used when testing research questions derived from the model. Definitions
of italicized terms are provided in glossary in the front-matter of thesis. The following
sections are intended to elaborate on how research questions derived from the model can be
addressed.
Although the following sections discuss specific methodologies to test the integrative
model, researchers can use some of the ideas below, or incorporate their own ways to verify
the validity and reliability of constructs within the model. For this reason, researchers
following in footsteps of this thesis may choose different hypotheses, research questions, as
well as different instruments, which are tailored to the precise set of questions they decide to
focus on.
Student Admissions, Student Homogeneity and heterogeneity,
and Undergraduate Retention and Success
The integrative model assumes that student admissions can have an influence on
student homogeneity and student heterogeneity which are presumed to influence
undergraduate retention and undergraduate success. Although Selective and open
admissions, student homogeneity and heterogeneity, and higher and lower undergraduate
retention and success are parts of the continuum of the same variables, the research questions
for these variables will be stated separately to avoid lengthy research questions. The
following research questions are then inferred from the integrative model.
RQ 1: Is student homogeneity related to selective admissions?
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RQ 2: Is student homogeneity related to higher undergraduate retention and higher
undergraduate success?
RQ3: Is student heterogeneity related to open admissions?
RQ4: Does student heterogeneity relate to lower undergraduate retention and lower
undergraduate success?
Undergraduate enrollment and retention data for four year public universities
adopting selective admissions and open admissions would be necessary to address the prior
research questions. Assuming selective admissions, enrollment data would need to include
the following information for full-time students who enroll during the fall 2009 semester:
number of students admitted, standardized test scores, high-school class ranking, and/or
high-school GPA, as well as the students’ demographics such as income, age, whether
students are first-generation or have disabilities, and ethnicity.
Assuming open admissions, enrollment data would need to include the following
information for full-time undergraduates who enroll during the fall 2009 semester: number of
students admitted, standardized test scores and the students’ demographics such as income,
age, whether students are first-generation or have disabilities, and ethnicity. Standardized
scores are sometimes required in institutions adopting open admissions because the tests are
use as placement exams, but the standardized tests scores are not used to determine the
students’ eligibility for entrance. Comparison of standardized test scores between selective
and open admission universities would then also be useful to discern if they have a notable
effect on undergraduate retention and success.
Undergraduate retention and success data at third semester from enrollment (fall
2010) within the institutions would then include: number of students retained and their
overall GPAs. The data for undergraduate enrollment, retention, and success can be attained
through the admissions office or the office of institutional research within the institutions
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under study. Undergraduate retention and GPAs are data that can be easily found within
higher educational institutions. However, some institutions may not have enrollment and
retention data which includes the students’ income, age, parental education, or whether
students have disabilities. In this case, representative data of student enrolment and retention
can be obtained through surveys of the students who left those institutions. Presumably, it
would be expected that traces of more homogeneous student populations would leave higher
educational institutions with selective admissions and traces of more heterogeneous student
population leave institutions with open admissions. If the enrolment and retention of
homogeneous and heterogeneous student populations would be difficult to assess through
student attrition data, it would then be addressed through surveying students during their
enrollment at first semester and retention at third semester. The type of questions included in
such a survey would be the same for undergraduate enrolment, retention, or departure and are
discussed in the following sections.
Adding Faculty Tenure
Through the integrative model, it can also be discerned that tenure could possibly
have an influence on undergraduate retention and success. However, the impact of faculty
tenure on undergraduate retention and success should be also considered within the context
of admissions policy. The following research questions are then derived from the model.
RQ5: Does selective admissions coupled with faculty tenure which places emphasis on
other than undergraduate teaching relate to lower undergraduate retention and
lower undergraduate success?
RQ6: Does selective admissions coupled with faculty tenure which places emphasis on
undergraduate teaching relate to higher undergraduate retention and higher
undergraduate success?
RQ7: Does open admissions coupled with faculty tenure which places emphasis on
other than undergraduate teaching relate to lower undergraduate retention and
lower undergraduate success?
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RQ8: does open admissions coupled with faculty tenure which places emphasis on
undergraduate teaching relate to higher undergraduate retention and higher
undergraduate success?
The required data for the prior research questions would include figures for
undergraduate retention and success but it would additionally include data on faculty tenure.
The criteria used for granting tenure would need to be assessed from each academic program
within the institutions. This is to get a more accurate evaluation of the overall emphasis
placed on undergraduate teaching versus research versus public service within each of the
institutions. A listing of academic programs within the institutions would be generated from
the institutions’ undergraduate student course catalog. Department heads from each academic
program

would then be contacted over the phone asking them the following two questions.

1. Using the 5 point scale, Please rate the following items in order of importance to faculty
receiving and/or maintaining tenure within this academic program.
Faculty public service
Not very
1
important

2

3

4

5

Very
important

Undergraduate instruction
Not very
1
important

2

3

4

5

Very
important

Faculty research
Not very
important

2

3

4

5

Very
important

1

2. Please rank the following items in order of importance to faculty receiving and/or
maintaining tenure within this academic program. Place a 1 for the most important and a 3
for the least important.
Public service
Undergraduate instruction
Faculty research
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Adding Background Characteristics
The integrative model also assumes that background characteristics can have an
influence on undergraduate retention and success. However, the integrative model also
suggests the impact of background characteristics (in terms of homogeneity and
heterogeneity) on undergraduate retention and success should be also considered within the
context of admissions policy. The following research questions concerning student
heterogeneity and student departure are then drawn from the model, given the admission of
at-risk student populations through open admissions.
RQ9: Is being a first-generation student related to academic problems in the model?
RQ10: Is being a low-income student related to academic problems in the model?
RQ11: Is being a non-traditional student related to system failures and/or external
factors in the model?
RQ12: Is being a student with a disability related to academic problems, system
failures, and/or external factors in the model?
RQ13: Is being an ethnic minority student related to academic problems, system
failures, and/or external factors in the model?
RQ14: Is being a non-minority student related to system failures, and/or external
factors in the model?
In order to address the prior research questions, student departure information within
open four year public universities would need to be collected through surveys conducted
over the phone. The survey would seek to obtain a sample of representative opinions from a
target population of full-time undergraduate students, who are within different classman
levels, and who will enroll within the universities during the spring 2009 semester but not reenrolled during the fall 2010 semester. Undergraduate students who have graduated and
graduate students will be excluded from study. Names, addresses, GPAs, whether students
had declared majors or not, and telephone numbers of students who left the institutions
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would be requested from the institutions’ student Records Office or office of institutional
research. Information not attainable through such offices will be sought out through the
following survey. An alphabetical list of student names will be generated, but participants for
the study will be drawn randomly, as every other name will be selected from the list.
The approaching of the student records office or office of institutional research is also
assuming that the inspection review board (IRB) has authorized to proceed with the
administering of survey. The administered survey would include three general sections,
survey consent form, background information, and reasons for student departure. Individuals
administering survey would also be trained regarding protocols to follow and definitions of
concepts contained within survey. Following are then the three sections and the questions
covered in such a survey.
Survey Consent Form
The purpose of this research is to understand factors that impede undergraduate
success and that can influence undergraduate students to leave public universities. You are
being asked to participate in this study because you were a full-time undergraduate student
who enrolled during the fall 2009 semester and did not re-enroll during the fall 2010
semester. If you were not a full-time undergraduate student during the fall 2009 semester and
did re-enroll during the fall 2010 semester, you need not fill out this survey.
If you meet the prior criteria, your participation will involve filling out the attached
survey. This survey should take about 12 minutes to complete. Your involvement is
voluntary, and you may choose not to participate. You can withdraw from participating at
any time without receiving any negative consequences from anyone. You may also skip any
questions you choose not to respond to.
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There are no known risks in this study, but some individuals may experience
discomfort when answering questions. Your anonymity and that of this institution are fully
protected in that they will not be revealed in any form.
The findings from this study will provide information on potential factors that impede
undergraduate retention and success within public universities. The information provided in
this survey will be compiled into statistical data which will be used to generate findings.
Findings contained in this research will be published in the form of a thesis, and may be used
for conducting workshops, presentations, or seminars in higher education.
If you have any questions about the research outlined in this consent form, please feel
free to contact Iván López at ivanlop@unm.edu or at (505) 514-5883. If you have questions
regarding your legal rights as a research subject, you may call the IRB Office at (505) 2770067. Finally, by completing the attached survey, you are agreeing to participate in the above
described study. You may keep this consent form for your own use.
Adding Background Characteristics
The following questions apply to your attendance at this university between the fall
2009, spring 2010 semesters.
1. Where you: (A) Freshman, (B) sophomore, (C) junior, (D) senior
2. My GPA was: (A) between 0.0 and 2.0, (B) between 2.0 and 3.0, (C) between 3.0 and 4.0
3. Were you 24 years or older? (Yes) (No)
4. Had neither of your parents completed a degree from a four year accredited university?
(Yes) (No)
5. Were you an individual with a disability? (Yes) (No)
6. Are you: (a) white, (B) non-white, or (C) white and non-white
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7. During your enrollment at this university were you: (a) low-income, (b) middle income, or
(c) upper-income
Adding Reasons for Student Departure
Using the 5 point scale, please rate the following items as it pertains to your reasons
for leaving this university. “1” means that the item was not a significant factor and “5” means
that the item was a significant factor.
8. Academic problems
not very
significant

1

2

3

4

5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________
9. Problems with the university
not very
significant

1

2

3

4

5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________
10. Personal circumstances
not very
significant

1

2

3

4

5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________
11. If you have other reasons as to why you left this university that are not included in the
prior questions, please explain: ________
Additional Instructions for Individuals Administering Survey
If other reasons for individuals leaving university fit within items 12 through 15
(located in the following sections), administrators of survey will be instructed to record the
results in their corresponding area. For example, some individuals during survey may say
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that they were dismissed. The administrator of survey would then ask if dismissal was linked
with academic failure, or student misconduct, and if the latter, to ask if student misconduct
was affiliated with academic or non-academic matters. If students would state that they were
dismissed wrongfully, the administrator of survey would record response under wrongful
action.
Because involuntary student departure can be a sensitive issue for some participants,
administrators of survey would be instructed to reassure participants that the information
provided by participants is confidential and that the participants do not have to disclose
information if they do not feel comfortable doing so. However, questions concerning
involuntary student departure are not directly asked by administrators of survey because of
their sensitive nature.
Each designated response area for both voluntary and involuntary student departure,
also includes room to capture additional comments from participants. The written comments
under the six determinants (e.g. academic problems, system failures, external factors,
academic failure, student misconduct, and wrongful action) may be useful to discern
relationships between those constructs and other constructs inside the integrative model.
However, if reasons for students leaving the university do not fit within the six determinants
of student departure, survey administers would be instructed to write response comments in
question 10 of the survey. Following are the items of survey which would cover the three
determinants linked with involuntary student departure.

12. Academic failure
not very
significant

1

2

3

4
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5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________

13. Academic related student misconduct
not very
significant

1

2

3

4

5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________

14. Non-academic student misconduct
not very
significant

1

2

3

4

5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________

15. Wrongful action
not very
significant

1

2

3

4

5

Very
significant

If the prior reason was applicable to your leaving this university, and you feel comfortable
sharing, please provide a brief explanation: ___________
Adding Other Categories to Survey
Chapter Five of the integrative model also included other constructs which may be
used to assess factors that can impede undergraduate retention and success. These factors
were financial policies, whether students had declared majors or not, and program selectivity
and rigor. The following sections, then discuss research questions affiliated with these
constructs of the model.
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Admissions and Financial Policies
The integrative model also assumes that financial policies can have an influence on
undergraduate retention and success. However, the integrative model also suggests the
impact of financial policies on undergraduate retention and success should be also considered
within the context of student heterogeneity. Given the heterogeneous backgrounds of
students attending higher educational institutions with open admissions, it becomes
discernable through the integrative model that merit- or need-based financial assistance
policies would grant financial resources to students of particular academic, economic, or
demographic backgrounds, such as students who are high academically achieving, lowincome, and first-generation; but deny others such as non-traditional students, non-minority
students, and middle income students. The following research questions are then derived
from the model.
RQ15: Is being a non-traditional student related to not finding financial resources
within the institution of enrollment?
RQ16: Is being a middle income student related to not being able to find financial
resources within the institution of enrollment?
RQ17: Is being a non-minority student related to not being able to find financial
resources within the institution of enrollment?
The following items would then be added to the survey in order to address the prior research
questions.
16. During the fall 2009, spring 2010 semesters, I experienced Difficulties in financing my
education: (yes) (no)
17. During the fall 2009, spring 2010 semesters, I experienced difficulties in finding financial
assistance at this university in order to pay my education: (yes) (no)
Disqualifying by Merit
The integrative model also assumed that within higher educational institutions
adopting open admissions and meritocratic financial aid policies, that first-generation and/or
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low-income students would most likely disqualify for financial assistance, and therefore
depart due to academic under-performance (academic problems) and financial difficulties
(external factors). The following research questions are then derived from the model.
RQ19: Is losing merit-based assistance related to being a first-generation student?
RQ20: is losing merit-based assistance related to being a low-income student?
The following items would then be added to the survey in order to address the prior research
questions.
18. During the fall 2009, spring 2010 semesters, I had financial assistance through this
university: (yes) (no)
19. During the fall 2009, spring 2010 semesters, I lost my financial assistance due to
academic-under performance: (yes) (no)
Declared or Undeclared Major
The integrative model of student departure also assumes whether students having
declared majors versus undeclared majors could be a contributing factor to student
departure. The following research questions are then derived from the model.
RQ21: Is being a declared major linked to student departure?
RQ22: Is being an undeclared major linked to student departure?
RQ23: Is declared major student departure linked with academic problems, system
failures, and/or external factors?
RQ24: Is undeclared major student departure linked with academic problems, system
failures, and/or external factors?
The following items would then be added to the survey in order to address the prior research
questions.
20. During the fall 2009, spring 2010 semesters I had: (A) a declared major, or (B) an
undeclared major.
Program Selectivity and Rigor
The integrative model also assumes that program selectivity and academic rigor can
also influence undergraduate retention and success. The following research questions are
then derived from within the model:
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RQ25: Does program selectivity relate to undergraduate retention and success?
RQ26: Does academic rigor relate to undergraduate retention and success?
The following items would be added within the survey to address the prior research
questions.
21. I consider the admissions requirements of the academic program I was part of: (A) very
difficult, (B) moderately difficult, or (C) not very difficult.
22. I consider the course requirements of the academic program I was part of: (A) very
difficult, (B) moderately difficult, or (C) not very difficult.
Summary of Research Design and Recommendations for Further Research
This chapter addressed the research design that can be used to test the integrative
model of student departure. Individuals interested in testing and further developing the
model, however, are encouraged to address the research questions, hypotheses, methods, and
refinement of constructs that would best allow them to understand the phenomena of
undergraduate retention and success. Although this thesis has inferred particular postulates
about the factors impeding retention and success within the context of the integrative model,
such posits are not intended to be rigidly prescriptive. Researchers are encouraged to use the
model as an interpretive, creative, and malleable tool that would allow them to generate and
test research questions and hypotheses that can best shed light on understanding the factors
impeding student retention and success within higher educational settings. This being said,
researchers should also be careful in interpreting the integrative model because it is primarily
geared toward understanding the factors that impede student retention and success as
opposed to fixing the problems identified through the model.
Solutions to problems identified can be separately addressed after having thoroughly
and robustly tested constructs contained within the model. This would also suggest that some
of the postulates may prove to be invalid and thus constructs would be taken off the model.
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However, what is invalid should be considered within the context of the model in its entirety
because some constructs may prove to be invalid in certain contexts and not in others.
Researchers are also encouraged to look at the relevance of the integrative model of student
departure beyond public universities to include two year colleges, private institutions of
higher learning, and the retention and success of students who are pursuant of master’s and
doctoral degrees.
Conclusion
This thesis on undergraduate retention and success in public sector higher education
has been advanced from the viewpoint of public administration. However, it does not imply
that increases or decreases in undergraduate retention and success are exclusive products of
administrative and managerial actions. For this reason, the emphasis of the thesis was on
adopting an integrative approach to studying, in particular, the problems of (rather than the
solutions to) undergraduate retention and success. The postulates that prove to be valid and
reliable within the integrative model of student departure may help future college and
university administrators address their concerns with undergraduate retention and success;
hence the title, “Managing Undergraduate Retention and Success.” However, the approach
discussed in this thesis was targeted to benefit not only administrators within higher
educational settings, but everyone with an interest in understanding, and, eventually,
addressing the problems of student retention and success within public higher educational
institutions.
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